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PREFACE. 



The object with which this Correspondence 
was begun, and the mode in which it is proposed 
to carry it on, will be suflBciently explained by 
the Letters now pubhshed. In view of pre- 
sent circumstances, no Bnghsh Churchman, I 
think, will doubt the desirableness of bringing 
together, under one view, with the careful 
exactness of statement ensured by mutual 
criticism, the whole teaching of Scripture upon 
points of Eucharistic Doctrine now prominently 
discussed in the Church. And, as subsidiary 
to a knowledge of Holy Scripture itself, and of 
the truths therein revealed, few, if any, will 
dispute the importance of bringing clearly into 
view, in like manner, the testimony of those 
old godly Doctors whose names have ever been 
held in highest honour in the Church, To 
bring out thus clearly, and, as far as possible^ 
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completely, the teaching of Holy Scripture, and 
that of the great Doctors of the Church, is the 
aim of these Letters. I pray for that blessing 
on our attempt, which God alone can bestow. 

Eton, 
May 9, 1868. 



THE DOCTRINE OF THE HOLY 

EUCHARIST. 



LETTER I. 



Rev. W. B. Marriott to Rev. T. T. Carter. 



Eton College, Windsoe, 
June 28^^, 1867. 



My dear Friend^ 



I have read with care, as doubtless have many 
beside myself^ the Declaration on the Doctrine of the 
Holy Eucharist, to which you have lately given your 
name. The grave importance of the questions therein 
dealt with, and the weight which will deservedly be 
attached to some of the signatures appended to the 
Declaration itself, appear to me strong reasons for de- 
siring, that the real meaning of the expressions there 
used should be clearly understood, and the ^ro\i\sd.^ 
upon which they rest be plainly stated. 



2 TERMS OP THE DECLARATION. 

Feeling this very strongly myself, and knowing that 
I share this feeling with many others, I address myself 
to you, as to one who has long occupied himself with 
the questions to which this Declaration relates, and 
able, as few else are able, either to explain its terms or 
to defend them, if explanation or defence should seem 
to be required. 

Without further preface, I proceed to consider the 
Document itself. 

It is put forth on behalf of persons " exercising the 
office of Priesthood within the Church of England, who 
have inculcated and defended the doctrines of the real 
objective Presence, of the Eucharistic Sacrifice, and of 
the adoration of Christ in the Blessed Sacrament.^^ 
And by way of explaining, and of defending, the incul- 
cation of Eucharistic Doctrine under these forms of 
expression, appeal is made " to the mind of the Lord as 
expressed in Holy Scripture, and as received by the 
Church of England in conformity with the teaching of 
the Catholic Church, in those ages to which the Church 
of England directs us as ^most pure and uncorrupt,' 
and of ^ the old godly Doctors,' to whom she has in 
many ways referred us.'' Then follows the Declaration 
itself, in which is stated in detail, and with careful 
exactness, both what the Declarants repudiate, and what 
they believe, as to the doctrine of the Holy Eucharist. 

And here I find myself obliged to say, that the terms, 
in which the Declarants express what they believe, 
appear to me likely to lead men, less well informed 
than are they themselves, into grave mistake upon most 
important truths. 
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In saying this, I refer more particularly to a single 
paragraph, which is expressed as follows : — 

^^ We believe that, as in heaven Christ, our Great 
High Priest, ever oflfers Himself before the Eternal 
Father, pleading by His Presence His Sacrifice of Him- 
self once offered on the Cross ; so on Earth, in the Holy 
Eucharist, that same Body, once for all sacrificed for 
us, and that same Blood, once for all shed for us, Sa- 
cramentally Present, are offered and pleaded before the 
Father by the Priest, as our Lord ordained to be done 
in Remembrance of Himself, when He instituted the 
Blessed Sacrament of His Body and Blood/' 

The points of doctrine either assumed or directly 
asserted in this paragraph, are, amongst others, these : — 

a. That Christ, our Great High Priest, ever offers 
Himself before the Father. 

/8. That on earth also, the Body once for all sacri- 
ficed, and the Blood once for all shed, are offered (as well 
as ' pleaded ') before the Father by the Priest. 

7. That this offering of the Body and Blood by 
Christian Priests is parallel to, or consequent upon, 
Christ's offering of Himself in Heaven {^^ as , . . , 
so''). 

S. That our Lord, in instituting the Blessed Sacra- 
ment, ordained that this offering (as well as pleading) 
should be done in remembrance of Him. 

At the foundation of this superstructure of doctrine 
lies the proposition which I have placed first of the four. 
With this alone will I attempt to deal at present. It 
will probably save much unnecessary discussion upon other 
points, if we can make quite clear, txi\i^^a:i.N^S^>*^^K3>2^ 
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first groundwork of the entire doctrine set forth in the 
paragraph I have quoted. 

You say^ then^ that Christ, our Great High Priest, 
ever offers Himself before the Father ; and you seem to dis- 
tinguish this offering of Himself in heaven from the 
^pleading ' (also in heaven) of the Sacrifice once ofiered 
on the Cross. 

Now here I find myself stumbling at the very first 
step in the series of propositions which in this Declara- 
tion are set forth. It may be through my own igno- 
rance, and if so I shall gladly be corrected ; but I own 
that, after careful investigation of every passage in Holy 
Scripture which speaks of Christ^s offering of Himself, 
and of every passage which speaks of His present ofiice 
on our behalf in Heaven, I cannot find one which tells 
us, what God^s Word alone (in the nature of things) 
could reveal, viz., that Christ our great High Priest 
doth now in Heaven ever ^^ offer Himself ^^ (in the 
Scriptural sense of the words) before the Father. 

There are those, probably, who would reply, that there 
is'One passage of Holy Scripture, which speaks of our 
Lord as having ^^ somewhat ^^ (r^) to " offer,^' and that, 
too, an offering consequent upon His being our High 
Priest. Most true — and most important for the estab- 
lishing of what I humbly believe to be the true doctrine 
of Christ^s ^^ offering.^^ The words are these (Heb. 
viii. 3) : — 

irasi dp'xiepev^ el^ to irpoa-ifiepeiv B&pd re kol OvaLa^ 
KaOiaTaTaL' odev avcuyicalov C'^evp tl kol tovtov o 
irpoaeviyicp. 

Eoery High Priest is ordained (or constituted) for the 
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offering of both gifts and sacrifices : whence a necessity that 
this [High Priest] also should have somewhat to offer ^^ 

I need not remind you that the words I have quoted, 
though in some important respects ambiguous as ex- 
pressed in English or in Latin, fiirnish, in the original 
Greek, a remarkable instance of that wonderful power of 
distinction, which is characteristic of that mother-tongue 
of Christian Revelation. Had it been the intention of 
the inspired writer of that Epistle to speak of a continuous 
or of a repeated offering made by our great High Priest, 
he would have adhered to the tense (Present* — 'jrpo<r<\)€p€t,v) 
which he had just used in speaking of such repeated or 
continual offerings, and which in a later chapter (ix. 25) 
he again uses, when speaking of, and emphatically 
denying, any repeated offering of Himself to be made by 
our Lord {pvh^ Xva iroXKdia^ 7rpoa<j>€prj kavrov) '. But 
what is the case ? Here, as in a previous chapter he had 
already done (see Heb. vii. 27, quoted below), he makes 
a marked change in the tense which he employs — a 
change which is (fxcvav a-vviToia-Lv, and which marks, 
with no obscure indication, the contrast between the one 
offering, once made, by our High Priest, and the 
repeated or continual offerings, made by the High Priests 
under the Law. 

And thus do we find that even this exceptional 
passage, which inaccurate scholars are apt to quote as 
proving a perpetual offering made by our Blessed Lord, 
is found, when closely examined, to be one of those 

* See Eirenica, vol. i., note 50, p. 100. 

^ Comp. Heb. vii. 27. fcs ovk ^x** 'f*^* 7]fi4paif ivdyKriv .... 
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exceptions which ^' prove the rule/^ because shown to be 
apparently an exception, but not really so, to the con- 
sentient voice of Holy Scripture, concerning the unity, 
and completion in past time, of Christ^s offering of 
Himself. 

But I can imagine an objector saying once more, 
^^ These refinements of Greek criticism may he all very 
welly hut all such rules are subject to exceptions; this may 
be one of the exceptions/^ I answer, that a well-established 
rule of grammar holds good^ unless conclusive reasons 
can be shown (from context or otherwise) why that rule 
should be considered as overlooked in a particular 
instance. And, if it were worth while to enter into the 
question, it would be easy to show, that there is in this 
case every reason for adhering to ordinary rule, none of 
the least weight for supposing that the rule should be 
disregarded. But such an argument could not be a brief 
one ; and, therefore, by way of saving unnecessary discus- 
sion, I will concede (for the more complete establishing 
of my present point) every thing that one arguing your 
case could possibly claim, and a great deal more than he 
could claim reasonably. Let it be conceded that the 
offering here spoken of is an offering made in heaven; and 
let it be assumed {in opposition to the indications of the 
original Greek) that this offering of " somewhat,'^ made 
by our great High Priest, is either a continuous or a 
repeated offering. Even then, when all is granted that 
an opponent could ask, and more granted than the text 
will bear out, even then, I say, What results ? Simply 
this, that he will be able to quote one single Text out of 
^ all Scripture which speaks, as supposedy of Christ as ever 
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Differing "somewhat;" and then, that with no better 
authority from Holy Scripture than this, it is added, on 
merely human authority, that this offering of ^' somewhat'^ 
is an offering of Himself . 

It is a -bold thing, I am aware, for any one to assert 
an universal negative, such as is involved, in what I 
have said, as to there being no warrant in Holy Scrip- 
ture for the statement on which I have been comment- 
ing. You will, of course, understand that I confine 
myself at present to that which inspired Writers have 
themselves said ; and I do so because, in speaking of 
Christ's offering of Himself, you use a technical phrase 
of Holy Scripture, and presumably, therefore, in the 
Scriptural sense of the words. If need shall be, I will 
gladly follow you into the question of what our own 
greatest Divines, and what the " old godly Doctors " 
referred to in the Declaration, have taught concerning 
this matter. But reverence for the pre-eminent autho- 
rity of God's own Word requires, that we should make a 
broad line of demarcation between the language of un- 
inspired and fallible men (however learned, however 
saintly, however near in time to the sources of primitive 
tradition), and the utterances concerning things divine 
of the Apostles and Prophets of God. And there is 
special reason for doing so in this instance. For upon 
this doctrine of Christ's ^^ offering Himself," Holy 
Scripture has spoken with an exactness of discrimina- 
tion, and with a precision of dogmatic determination, 
such as is not employed in respect of any other point of 
Christian doctrine that could be named. And there- 
fore it is, that in the present letter I ^.cya&wi "S!k>^- 
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self to that which is of pre-eminent importance, viz. 
what it is which the inspired writers of the New 
Testament have taught us concerning Christ^s offering 
of Himself. 

And now, if I am right (if I am mistaken you will 
correct me), in the view I have maintained, that Holy 
Scripture from beginning to end says not one word of 
any such continual offering of Himself by Christ our 
High Priest, as in your Declaration is asserted, how am I 
to account for the fact that you, and others, assume 
without hesitation the truth, of that, which only hy a Divine 
Revelation it could have been possible for man to know ? 
I can only suppose that you have employed this phrase 
of Christ ^^ offering Himself" in some sense other than 
that in which this particular expression is used in Holy 
Scripture. And I am confirmed in the supposition 
that this may so be, by observing that in this Declara- 
tion a variation is made (I can hardly doubt advisedly 
made) from the customary language of Holy Scripture, 
when treating of the ^'offering of Himself" made by 
Christ our Lord. The Holy Apostle speaks of our 
Blessed Saviour as offering Himself once in past time to 
God (Heb. ix. 14, kavrov irpoarjve^Kev T<p 6ew — compare 
Eph. V. 2) ; but the Declaration speaks of His ever 
offering Himself before the Eternal Father. It may be, 
therefore, that you intend by this phrase to express that 
which in Holy Scripture is plainly set forth for the com- 
fort of God^s People, viz. : That our great High Priest 
having entered within the veil, into the true Holy of 
Holies, Heaven itself, there appeareth on our behalf (or 
^^ manifests Himself"— see Heb. ix. 24) before God, and 
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there makes continual intercession (Heb. vii. 25) for us. 
There He was seen in vision by St. John, a Lamb, bear- 
ing upon Him the marks of His slaughter (<»? ia<f>aryfiivov, 
not a<f>a^6fJLevov) and standing in the midst of the Throne, 
as one (to use St. PauPs words) that "ever livetA'^ (not 
who ever ^^ offers Himself'^) "to make intercession on our 
behalf ^^ (Heb. vii. 25). And there He, who was once 
offered as our IXaaTrjpcoVy or propitiatory Sacrifice, and 
who is ever our tkaafw<i, or source of propitiation (1 John 
ii. 2), pleadeth before the Father the all-sufiicient efficacy 
of His one perfect Sacrifice, once offered on the Cross, 
and obtains pardon at His hands for the sins of God^s 
people (Heb. ii. 17). 

If this be the meaning of your Declaration, no careful 
student of Holy Scripture will say you nay. But if you 
mean more than this— if you mean to state that our 
Lord doth, now in heaven, "offer Himself'^ (in the 
Scriptural sense of the words) U7ito the Father, let it 
be made clear what is the authority upon which this 
novel statement — nay, this new Revelation (for such to 
most men it will be)— is put forth, as being " according 
to the mind of Christ.'^ 

I have written at much greater length than I had 
intended when I took up my pen. But the main point 
of my Letter may be summed up in very few words. 
The Declaration to which you have given your name 
states, that in heaven Christ, our great High Priest, 
ever " offers Himself'^ before the Father. I ask you on 
what authority you say this, and in what sense you in- 
tend these words to be understood. 

I know I need not assure you that,\vvv^\\kxw^'a5$»^ 
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have done, I have no other object but that of furthering 
the knowledge of Divine Truth, both among ourselves 
and among others. I feel assured that, by mutual inter- 
change of thought, apparent differences will be found to 
disappear, and the Truth itself stand out more clearly 
than before, for the up-building of ourselves, God being 
with us, unto ever fuller knowledge, and for the pro- 
moting of truth and peace among all to whom truth and 
peace are dear. 

Believe me, my dear Friend, 
Affectionately yours, 

Wharton B. Marriott. 



LETTER II. 

Rev. T. T. Cartee to Rev. W. B. Mareiott. 

Cleweb Rectobt, 
July Uh, 1867. 

My DEAE Feiend, 

I trust you will excuse my delay in writing, 
which has been owing to much occupation; and also 
accept my grateful sense of your kind way of alluding 
to me. I can truly say, that your careful and extensive 
study of the Holy Scriptures gives you a very special 
claim to canvass the expression to which you take excep- 
tion, as well as entitle your opinion to no ordinary 
weight. 

I would desire first to guard against a possible mis- 
conception of the terms in question, viz. that our Lord 
^^ever offers Himself before the Father.^' It is not 
meant, as you seem to suppose, that He is, in any sense 
of the terms, laid as one dpng on an altar, as a victim 
on an altar on earth, or that any act is being performed 
similar to the immolation of a victim ; that is for ever 
past, as the Declaration expresses the truth in si^eakvx^ 
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of ^^ His Body once for all sacrificed/^ and " His Blood 
once for all shed/^ 

What is meant is, such an offering as that which in 
certain cases, according to the Levitical Law, was made 
of the victim, or the blood of the victim, after death, 
and which was part of the complex idea of sacrifice, 
though a part subsequent to what took place on the 
altar itself. And it was a necessary part in the most 
perfect sacrifice, as shown in the offering of the blood 
within the holiest place on the Day of Atonement. This 
offering after the slaying was as truly a part of the com- 
plex act of sacrifice as the slaying, though it referred 
back to the slaying as the ground of its acceptableness 
and its meritorious virtue. 

It is not, indeed, expressly said in Holy Scripture 
that our Lord thus "offers Himself in heaven ;^^ but I 
believe it follows as a legitimate inference from many 
points of view laid down in Holy Scripture, though 
no one alone may be sufficient of itself to establish the 
doctrine. 

The expression of St. Paul, of our Lord " appearing 
in the presence of GoA for us^^ (Heb. ix. 24), is used 
in connexion with His sacrifice of Himself, and as part 
of it. It implies that His appearance in heaven in 
Person is still the manifestation of one actively en- 
gaged as a Victim for the completion of His redeeming 
work. Again, the representation of the worship in 
heaven, as offered to Him under the image of the 
Lamb (Rev. v. 6) — three times the praises of the blessed 
j'n heaven are recorded as being uttered before the 
Lamb— presumes the victim state, so to ^\i^•^^, '^VKSX 
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going on. The words added, " as it had been slain/^ 
guard against the idea of any continued immolation, 
for they involve the fact of death being past for ever ; 
but the careful preservation of the term " the Lamb/' in 
so marked a way, shows that He is being gazed upon 
now in heaven as a Person still offering Himself as a 
Sacrifice. 

St. Paulas most earnest pressing of the truth that He 
was but "once offered '^ (Heb: ix. 28), is, I think, evi- 
dently meant in contrast only with the oft-repeated 
sla3dng of the typical victims, but speaks nothing against 
the idea of an after offering consequent upon the 
slaying. 

He could be slain but once. Thus far His offering 
differed from that of the Levitical victims. His eternity 
of existence causes this momentous and essential 
difference. His continued existence is the ground 
of His continued offering. He lived on as a Victim, and 
this continuousness of the offered state is the counter- 
part of the repeated Levitical sacrifices. There was, 
under the Levitical system, of necessity a continuance of 
fresh victims, because a continuous offering of some- 
thing was needed, according to the Divine Will, to be 
the ground of a continued propitiation. Those victims 
died as soon as they were slain, and, therefore, fresh 
victims must be brought in. The repetition implied 
that there must be a victim-offering perpetuated. Our 
Lord alone living, though slain, could alone be one con- 
tinual offering. 

The Levitical system teaclies t\ia\. "^xoY^^k'a^d^sycL'^N ^^'^ 
Divine Law requires an eveT-pTeaeT\\) cow\Axvxiei^ c3?Sko».^, 
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or succession of offerings, of atonement. It was main- 
tained under the Old Covenant by succession, because 
all its victims were perishable. Under the New Covenant 
it is maintained by the One which ever liveth. 

Again, the type of the successive High Priests en- 
tering the Holy of Holies with the Blood of Atone- 
ment, expresses the same truth. There may seem, in- 
deed, a defect in arguing from this great type, because 
to offer the Blood is not the same as to offer the Person of 
the Victim. But this has to be considered — the Blood of 
our Lord is not now separate from Himself. It is in Him 
glorified, and is the life of His Person, and cannot be 
offered except in His Person, and as a part of His Per- 
son; and to offer His Blood is one and the same thing as 
to offer His very Person. A dead animal victim could 
not be carried within the Holy of Holies. Death could 
not enter the Holiest. Only the Blood, which might be 
viewed as in a measure still living, and was the real 
emblem of life, represented the victim itself. But this 
is not so with our Lord. He ever lives, and His Blood 
could only be offered as being in Himself. 

Nor is there any thing that our Lord can offer but 
Himself. There is nothing separate from Himself that 
He can offer. And yet He is the " Priest for ever -" 
and if a Priest, He must, as St. Paul says (Heb. viii. 3), 
have something to offer. And what can that ^^ some- 
thing " be in His case but Himself, if there be nothing 
external to Himself that He can offer ? 
g^^^iese seem to me no fanciful reasonings or strained 
^^^^■pees, but rather surely to show that the perpetual in- 
V ^fcon of our Blessed Lord does not rest merely on a 
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past act of sacrifice, but on a continued offering of His 
one ever-living Sacrifice made once only in the act of 
Death on the Cross. 

I carefully preserve your letter, and I trust I have 
followed, as I desired to do, the uncontroversial tone in 
which it was written. 

Ever believe me 

Very affectionately yours, 

T. T. Carter. 



LETTER III. 

Rev. W. B. Marriott to Rev. T. T. Carter. 

Eton Colleqe, 
October 10th, 1867. 

My dear Friend, 

While we have both been taking holiday (in 
some sense at least), our correspondence has got out of 
gear, through uncertainties of post and other causes. 
And I think that the best way of taking up the broken 
thread of our discussion will be for me to go back to 
what you wrote in July, and to ask you to consider this 
(the substance of which has already been before you) as 
my reply to that letter. 

Your desire, no less than mine, will, I am sure, be, to 
save all unnecessary argument upon a question such as 
this. And all argument is unnecessary which might 
have been saved by first making it clear between us in 
what sense we are using particular words, as, e. g., this of 
" offering " with which we are engaged. 

In the present Letter, accordingly, I shall begin by 
asking for an explanation from you, before commenting 
in any way upon the arguments you have adduced. 



AMBIGUITY OF THE DECLAKATION. 17 

And I shall then bespeak your patience while I en- 
deavour to explain, for my own part, what I mean by the 
Scriptural sense of that phrase of Christ ^' offering Him- 
self/' upon which your Declaration all turns. 

I. And first, for the explanation which I would ask 
from you. 

Your Declaration asserts, as a foundation truth on 
which to build up a further superstructure of Doctrine, 
that Christ our great High Priest ever offers Himself before 
the Eternal Father. And in your Letter of July 4th, 
you state, that the kind of offering here meant is such 
as that which "in certain cases, according to the Levitical 
Law, was made of the victim, or the blood of the victim, 
after death, and which was part of the complex idea of 
Sacrifice, though a part subsequent to what took place 
on the altar itself.^' 

It is here that I find myself at fault. I know of one 
case, and of but one only, which will in any way answer 
your description. That one case bears out what you say 
in part, but fails to do so just in that particular point 
which is most material to our present inquiry. 

The one case of which I speak is, I need hardly say, 
the sprinkling^ of a small portion of the blood of the 
sin offerings, before the Mercy Seat, by the High Priest, 
on the Day of Atonement. This sprinkling of blood 
is once' called an act of Offering, in Scripture of the 
New Testament, though once only. 

* rro (Nozoh) is the Hebrew word, answering to the paivtiu and jtavriitiv 

(pm^rio'tihs) ** sprinkling," of LXX. and N. T. 

« Heb. ix. 7.— Into the second (inner) Tabernacle, entereth the 
Priest .... not without blood which he {vpo(T4>4pfi, hringeth 
God, and so) "oflereth.'* 
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But this was an offering not of the victim itself y hut of 
a small ^portion of the Hood, taken from it at the time of 
its being slain ; that blood so sprinkled being a Memorial 
[fivrjiioawov) before God, which told of the death of 
the victim itself, and of its having been already slain, 
already offered also, upon the altar of burnt sacrifice 
without. 

As to this all is plain. But I shall be glad if you 
will tell me what are those "certain cases ^' to which you 
allude, in which {^^ after what was done on the Altar 
itself^') the bodies of victims were offered, I know of 
none such, if the word " offered '' be used in its technical 
and Scriptural sense. 

II. Such is the question which I have to ask of 
you. And now while awaiting your answer, before 
replying in any detail to your last Letter, J will proceed 
to do what I can myself towards clearing up a point, 
which is of the highest importance to the interpretation 
of Holy Scripture generally, and more especially to the 
determination of that particular question with which we 
are now concerned. We should both be agreed in saying 
that there is a definite technical meaning to be attached 
to the terms of " offering " (in connexion with Priest- 
hood and Sacrifice), which are employed in Holy 
Scripture. Let us see if we can further agree, as to 
what that meaning is. With this object in view, I 
propose now to inquire, first, what is meant in Holy 
Scripture by terms of "offering'' generally; and then 
further, what is meant by this of Christ "offering 
Himself 
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Terms of offering in Holy Scripture, 

First, then, of terms of offering considered in them- 
selves. Two * such terms there are, taken up out of the 
language, divinely moulded, of the Old Covenant, and 
applied, under the guidance of the Holy Spirit, to the 
setting forth of truths concerning Christ and His 
Church. These terms are '7rpoa'<f>ip€iv (with its paronym 
irpoa'<f>opd) and ava<f>ip€tv ^. 

The first of these, irpoaifyepeiv, is the more general and 
comprehensive term of the two. The idea which of 
itself it suggests (apart from all technical associations), 
is that of bringing- somewhat info the presence of another, 
or bringing it simply to him. And from this followed 
naturally the technical usage of the term ; according to 
which it was employed in speaking of the ^^ bringing^' 
of Gifts of homage (Swpa) *, to be laid at the feet of 
earthly princes, or to be presented unto Him who is 
King over all kings, and Lord over all lords. 

In this more technical meaning, accordingly, we find 
the word employed in the LXX, with that wide embra<5e 
of usage to which allusion has been already made, viz. in 
referring either to the act of a layman ^ in " bringing " 

^ The words iroie?*', to "do" or "make," and ^iHvaiy "to give" with its 
allied form ZSopov, are both of them used at times with a sacrificial refer- 
ence. But they are distinguished by the inspired writers, as they are, 
almost without exception, in the Vulgate and in our own authorized 
Version, from terms of " ofifering " properly so called. And as both 
these words will come under discussion in a later part of this inquiry, I 
have not taken them into consideration here. 

* Whence the liturgical term avatpopa. 

* Eirenica, vol. i. note * p. 187. 

' Or even of a woman. Lev. xii., 6, as in the parallel case in our own 
Service Book, a woman " offers accustomed oSetvev^^* 

c 1 
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his offering " to^' the courts of the Lord's House ; or to 
the act of the " whole congregation'^ in doing the like ; 
or, lastly, to the act of the Priest in " bringing near'' unto 
God the divers offerings presented unto Him ; and, 
among these, either the entire bodies of victims, or par- 
ticular portions thereof. And in this last sense irpoa- 
<f>€p€Lv is once used in the New Testament (Heb. ix. 7), 
of the " bringing near,^^ or ^^ offering'^ unto God, by the 
Levitical High Priest, of the ^^ blood of sprinkling ;" 
and in that passage also, by direct implication, of a 
similar offering made, on entering within the veil, by 
our own True High Priest, in heaven itself. And thus 
He is set before us (under an earthly figure it is true, 
but a figure divinely ordained, and having, doubtless, 
its divine antitype), as pleading before the Father, and 
commemorating in His sight, that one Sacrifice of Him- 
self which, " once for all,'' was offered on the Cross. 

The other term, ava<f>€p6tv (to «^jo-bear, or to up-lift), 
answering to a Hebrew word * which means to ^' cause to 
ascend/' has a somewhat more limited range. In its 
ordinary (non-technical) usage, we find it employed in 
speaking of Our Lord ^^ taking up" (causing to ascend) 
certain of His disciples to a mountain height (Matt, 
xvii. 1 ; Mark ix. 2), or of Our Lord Himself " borne 
up" to heaven (Luke xxiv. 51). And in accordance with 
this primary meaning was the technical connotation of 
the word. Thus, in the LXX we find it used of Noah 
^' causing to ascend/' and so " offering/' sacrifices on an 
altar (Gen. viii. 20) ; of Abraham, commanded to " offer" 

8 n^ (Hiphil). It is rendered in the LXX. generally by hvaip^pnv, but 
occHsiomsXiy also by h.va^i^d(iiv, as in Numb, xxiii. 14. 
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Isaac — ^this offering again being upon an altar (Gen. 
xxii. 6 and 9) ; and of his subsequent offering (ibid. 13) 
of a ram in his stead. And as we trace this ava^ipeiv 
through the later Books of the Old Testament, we find, — 
as, from these first instances, and from the literal meaning 
of the word, we might expect, — that it is the term tech- 
nically employed to express the idea of " uplifting^^ some- 
what (causing it to ascend) upon an altar, or upon a 
rock (Judg. xiii. 19), or other high place ', regarded as 
an altar ^•. 

I speak of these things here, not, I need hardly say 
it, as assuming to tell you any thing with which you 
are not familiar [gIZotl yap Xeyo)), but partly in the 
belief that these Letters, when published, will be read 
by some, who have not devoted to questions such as 
these the like time and careful study that you have^ 
partly also, in the hope that you will supply any thing 
in my statement, which may seem defective, and correct 
me, if in any respect it appears to you erroneous. 

Assuming, however, as I think I have grounds for 
assuming, that the account I have given of these words 
is, as far as it goes, strictly correct, it remains for us 
to see how these terms of " offering^' are applied to our 

• Whence, again, in the New Testament, a beautifnl application of the 
word to the *' bearing up " by our Lord, in His own Person, of the sins 
of us men, on to the Altar of His Cross : ts rhs a/iaprlas fifx&v avrhs 
MivtyKtv iy r^ adtfiari ahrov M rh l^lXov. 1 Pet. ii. 24. Comp. Note 22. 

10 And hence, it may be observed in passing, iiva<f>4pw, rather than 
7rpo(r<t>4p(Ot is the word employed, when either the special act of uplifting 
an animal victim upon a material altar is to be suggested, or the 
" causing to ascend " to heaven— to the OvtruurT'fipioy vorir6y (as some of 
the liturgies express the thought) — the sacrifice of praise, " the fruit of 
lips giving thanks unto God." 
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Lord " in the New Testament. In making this clear, 
we shall be tracing out, under divine guidance, what 
applications to Christian doctrine of the terms of 
^^offering^^ derived from the old Law, it has seemed 
good to the Holy Spirit of God to make. He speaketh 
to us, in these Holy Scriptures, in words which are to be 
received, not as words of men^s teaching, but, as indeed 
they are, the Word of God. And He, the Spirit of 
Truth (it is important that we bear this in mind), has 
not left us one and another, as to each may seem good, 
to construct out of those older types general principles 
of our own, out of which we may again evolve new 
developments of Christian doctrine, — there is scarce 
any thing which by such a process might not be 
" proved,^^ if proof it is to be called, — but has Himself, 
according to His Divine Wisdom, both set forth Prin- 
ciples, and applied Types to truths. 

Bearing this in mind, let us proceed to consider the 
passages, few in number, but pregnant with Christian 
instruction, in which terms of ^^ offering^^ are applied to 
our Blessed Lord. 

Terms of offering, as applied to our Blessed Lord. 

1. Heb. vii. 27. 

[In the preceding verses (23 sqq :) St. Paul had 
pointed out, as one point of superiority in the New to 
the Old Covenant, that our f lepeu?] High Priest, 
abiding as He does for ever, hath not a priesthood 

*2 Of the applications of the term to the Church, or to the members of 
it separately, we shall have occasion to speak in a later portion of this 
inquiry. 
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that passeth away {^apa^aivei^^) from Himself unto 
others His successors, as was the case with those 
former priests. For which cause, the Apostle adds. 
He has power to give ^^ healing and deliverance ^^^^ to the 
uttermost, unto them who through Him draw nigh 
unto God, seeing that He ever liveth to make inter- 
cession on their behalf. He then proceeds as follows :] 

" For such an High Priest was verily suited to our needs .... 
Who hath not necessity, as had the [Levitical] High Priests, day 
hy day " to offer sacrifices, first for their own sins, and then for the 
sins of the people, for this He did once for all^ by His offering up 
of Himself. 

TOtoOro? f^ap rj/juv xal hrpeirev ap'^iepev^ o? 

oifK €^6t Ka0* fifjidpav avar/KfiVj &a'ir€p oi ap^cepel^y irpoTepov 
xnrep t&v ihUov dfiapTt&v Ova-ia^ dva(f>€p€LV, eireira t&v 
rov Xaov, tovto yap iirol/qaev i^dtra^ iavrbv dveveyKa^;. 

Here let it be observed what it is which the Word of 
God teaches us concerning the " offering " {dva^kpeLv) 
made by our High Priest. It is that He hath no need 
day after day to offer sacrifices for sin — and that for this 
reason, that once for all, in past time, He did this, in that 
He offered up Himself, This is the teaching of an in- 
spired Apostle, speaking to us by the Spirit. Is this also 



13 Contained in the iLTrapd^arov of Heb. vii. 24. 

1* "Xf^Cfiu, Eircnica, Appendix G, p. 202. 

** In direct quotations of Scripture, I italicize (or otherwise distin- 
guish) those words only which are strongly emphatic in the original, as 
indicated either by position or by marked antithesis. It would be well 
(I venture to suggest) if, in controversial writing, this rule were always 
adhered to. 
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the teaching y I cannot help asking, which will he gathered 
from the tertm of your Declaration ? 

2. Eph. v. 1, sqq. 

" Be ye then imitators of God, as beloved cliildren ; and walk ye 
in koly love, even as Christ loved you, and gave Himself up, on 
your behalf, an Offering and a Sacrifice unto God, for a sweet- 
smelling savour." 

Here, again, note the irapiSioKev iai/rbv irpoat^opav — 
^^ gave Himself up,^^ not ^^ giveth Himself up/^ as an 
offering, pointing to the same conclusion as the above. 

3. Hbb. viii. 3. 

[This verse, which speaks of a necessity for Christ 
our High Priest ^^ having somewhat to offer ,' we have 
already " considered fiiUy, and seen how this text also, 
when examined by the light of the original Greek, points 
clearly to the unity of the act of " offering,^^ of which 
the Apostle there speaks. Here, however, it may be 
added, that in speaking, as Holy Scripture there does, of 
an offering of ^^ somewhat ^^ made by our Lord, allusion 
may be made to the offering of the Blood of Sprinkling 
(comp. Heb. ix. 7), which sets forth to us, as already 
noticed, the pleading before God the Father, and com- 
memorating, that Sacrifice of Himself which He had 
previously offered on the Cross.] 

4. Hbb. ix. 6. 

[In the opening verses of this chapter, the Apostle 
had described the Jewish Tabernacle (both the Holy 

1' Letter I. p. 4—7. 
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and the Most HolyPlace),andthe principal ^^ornamenta^^ 
thereto pertaining. He then continues :] 

" These things, then, being thus fitted out, into the first (outer) 
Tabernacle the Priests do enter in continually, performing their 
offices of ministry to God. But into the second (the inner) once in 
each year doth the High Priest enter in alone, not without blood ^^ 
which he offereth (irpoa-fpepet) on his own behalf, and for the 
errors ^' of the people ; the Holy Ghost therein declaring this, that 
not as yet had the way into the Most Holy Place been made mani- 
fest, while for that first Tabernacle there was still place " (arda-is, 
" standing-ground " as it were). " Which things were a figure for the 
time then present, whereby {naff rjv, sc. irapa^okriv) gifts and sacri- 
fices are offered which cannot perfect the worshipper, in respect of 
conscience, seeing that they have to do with meats only and with 
drinks, and divers washings, and are but carnal ordinances imposed 
only till the time of reformation ^'. But Christ having come a 
High Priest of good things to come, through the greater and more 
perfect Tabernacle, that is, not of this creation, nor yet by blood of 
goats and bullocks '•', but by His own Blood, entered in once for all 
{i<l>a!irc^) into the Most Holy Place, thereby obtaining an everlast- 
ing redemption. For if the blood of goats and bulls, and ashes of 
a heifer sprinkling them that are defiled, sanctifieth unto cleanness 
of the flesh, how much more shall the Blood of Christ, who, by the 
power of an Eternal Spirit offered Himself ^'^ (iavTovirpofrqvtyKtv) a 
spotless victim unto God, cleanse your conscience from dead works, 
that ye may do service (Xarpeveiv) unto the living God." 

Here we see once more how the one offering of Him- 

17 I.e. A small portion of the blood of the sin-offering, taken from 
it when slain beside the brazen altar. This blood was sprinkled by the 
High Priest seven times, before the Mercy-Seat, on his entering within 
the veil (Lev. xvi. 11 — 15). 

IS 'AyyoiifAara, i.e. sins done 8i* Ayyoiau, as distinct from sins done 
'''with a high hand," i.e. in open and presumptuous rebellion against 
Qod, the ** presumptuous sins " spoken of in Ps. xx. 

'9 KoTrfpC«<rts, " setting right," " rectification." 

3® Observe in rpdyoi koL fiSffxoi the allusion to the sin offerings of the 
Day of Atonement (Lev. xvi. 14, 15). 
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self, a spotless Victim unto God, by Christ our Lord, is 
contrasted with those carnal ordinances of the older 
Covenant imposed for a season only, and now, because 
of their imperfection, done away. And here again there 
is not a word of any such oflfering of Himself now being 
made in Heaven^ as your Declaration speaks of, but it 
is of an offering past in time, considered as an act, 
i^poarjve^Kev) f but eternal in its consequences [amvlav 
€vpdfi€Vo<: \vTp<oacv)y that the Apostle speaks. 

5. Heb. ix. 24, sqq. 

"Christ entered not into a sanctuary made with hands, the 
figure of the true, but into heaven itself, now to be manifested 
(iiKpaviarBrjvai) in the Presence of God on our behalf. Nor, again, 
was this in order to His often offering Himself, even as the 
[Jewish] High Priest entereth into the Most Holy Place year by 
year with blood of others ; for in that case there were need of His 
often suffering from the foundation of the world. But as it is, once^^, 
in the conclusion of the times appointed, hath He been made mani- 
fest, for the setting aside of sin by the sacrifice of Himself. And 
as it is reserved unto men once^^ to die, and, after this, judgment, 
even so Christ also, having been once^ offered {aTra^ frpoarevex^fls) to 
bear away '^ the sin of many, shall appear a second time, apart from 
sin, unto salvation, to them that expectantly await Him." 

Here again, as before, when Christ^s offering of 
Himself is spoken of, it is on the unit^ of that offering, 
as contrasted with the repeated offerings of atonement 
under the Old Law, that the Apostle emphatically insists. 
And so far from his finding in the Old Covenant the 
principle that a continuous offering of a Victim is 
needed as the groundwork of a continued propitiation 

33 Eis rh iiyfyeyKuv. For the full force of this expression see note 
9, p. 21. 
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(a principle for which I own I cannot see any ground 
of reason or of revelation), his ^^ principle ^^ is, that the 
offering of Himself by Christ our Lord implies also His 
suffering^* — and, consequently, that as once, and once only, 
did He suffer, so also once, and once only, did He offer 
Himself, I own I cannot see how this language of the 
Holy Apostle, or rather of the Holy Spirit who through 
him speaketh unto us, can be reconciled, either with the 
principle which you yourself infer from the Old Testa- 
ment usages referred to, or with the terms of your 
Declaration. 

6. Heb. X. 1—18. 

[Throughout this passage the Apostle asserts again 
and again, with all the emphasis and all the dogmatic 
precision of which the most perfect of all languages is 
capable, the same doctrine which has already so often 
come before us. His teaching is, that the continuance, 
and the repetition, of those older sacrifices, was a conse- 
quence of their imperfection, in that they were incapable of 
bringing about such an af^eat^ dfiapTc&v, such a putting 
away of the sins of the world in God^s sight, as would 
be for ever, and in behalf of all, available. And with 
this imperfection and limited virtue of those repeated 
offerings, he contrasts the perfecting virtue, enduring to 
all time (et? to StrjveKes:), of the one offering of Himself 
made by our Blessed Lord. The passage is too long for 

*3 OvS* Xva iroWdMis irpoffipfp^ tavrhy .... ^irei ^Set iroWdKis avrhv 
iraBtiy, K,r.\, ** Yet was not this in order to His often offering Himself^ 
for then must He have often suffered since the foundA.ti\Qiv!i. Ql\3c^<&NAts€s^ 
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complete quotation ; but I may note here the more salient 
parts of it.] 

"By 24 ^}ie which will^ we have been sanctified, through the 
offering of the Body of Jesus Christ once for all" 

iv ft> OeKij/jLaTL ^* '^ytacr/jievoL ia-fievy Slcl t^9 irpoa^opm 
Tov (TcofJLaTO^ ^Irjaov XpLorov i(f>d7ra^. 

Once more : — 

. Every High Priest [under the Law] standeth daily in office of 
ministry to Gk)d, and offering oftentimes the same sacrifices. 
But He, after that He had offered one^^ Sacrifice for sins, avail- 
able '^ to all time, sat down at the right hand of God, thenceforth 
expecting till His enemies be made His footstool. For it is by one^^ 
offering that He hath perfected for all time them that are sanc- 
tified." 

05to9 Se plav inrhp d/juapTL&v irpo^eviyKa^ Ovalav ei? 

TO Si/rjveKh ^® iKcidiaev iv Se^ia tov 6eov ^iiq yap 

irpoa^opa T€T€\€tcoK€v eh to SirjveKef; Toif^ ayta^ofievov*;. 

In the rendering of ek to Sli]V€K€<: given above, I have 
endeavoured to express by a periphrasis, at once that 
connexion of the words which (that connexion being 

34 *Ev^ « in and by," used in speaking of spiritual causaiion. See 
Eirenica, vol i., note 42, p. 96. 

'^ &4\7jfia (not $4\ri(ris) that special Act which Qod had willed, and 
which the Son of God came into the world to do. For the special con- 
notation of Verbals in -fia, as distinct from that of verbals in -0-1;, see 
Eirenica, vol. i.. Appendix E, p. 189. 

'^ I ought, perhaps, to add, that while I have adopted, in the text 
above, that rendering of the words quoted which (out of two doubtful 
renderings, or rather punctuations) will seem perhaps to give some support 
to the language of the Declaration, I only do so in order to shew, that 
even with this punctuation (which I do not think to be the true one), 
nothing is really stated which will at all bear out your Declaration. 
With the received punctuation (that of the Vulgate and of our Author- 
ized Version) the meaning of the text is even more evidently (though 
Jio^, perhaps, more really) wholly inconsistent with the language of the 
-^ec/aratlon. 
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doubtftd) brings out that aspect of the doctrine of 
Christ^s Sacrifice which your Declaration is, I doubt 
not, intended, among other things, to express; and 
may indicate also some of the finer shades of meaning 
suggested by the original text. The words ek to Sc7)v€Ke<; 
mean literally "unto what is continuous'^ (or '^perpetuaF^), 
and so, nearly, " unto all time.^^ And by speaking of 
one Sacrifice, completed as an act {TrpoaeviyKa^;), and 
which yet is 619 to StrjveKe;, he repeats in other terms the 
contrast he had already drawn (see pp. 25, 26), between 
the unity of the act of oJBfering, considered historically, 
and its everlasting efficacy in respect of its enduring 
virtue. And for the very reason, probably, that the 
expression, as it stands, is a somewhat difficult one, he 
has added just afterwards an explanation of his meaning. 
That one offering, he says, is also el^ to Sl7jv€K€<; .... 
because " by one offering He hath perfected to all time " 
(or " for ever '') " them that are sanctified ^' '\ 

Summary, 

III. I have now only to sum up briefly the results at 
which we have arrived, both as to the meaning of tech- 
nical terms of offering applied to Our Blessed Lord, and 
as to the doctrine, embodied in those terms, dogmatically 
laid down in God^s Word. 

'7 In the words to&s ayia(ofi€vovs there is no connotation of time, any 
more than in the parallel expression rohs <naioiiivovs. These present 
participles, used thns with an article, are in a great majority of cases 
" cha/racteristic " only, serving, that is, to the indication of some cha- 
racteristic quality. Here, for example, hy Tohs ayia^o/xdyovs we are to 
understand " the People of God " at all tvm^^, ^vaJt, ^t^-sKoi^, "Ks^Si. \k» 
come, whose chai'acteristic mark it la a-yiiC^ffQai, \.o\i^ ^i.wi'efe^^^^'^^'*^^^ 
sanctlRed (both are implied in the word') \):5 t\ve B.o\^ Q^Vorait. 
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The two words employed in speaking of Christ (at 
once our High Priest and our Sacrifice) " offering Him- 
self/^ are '7rpo<T(f>€p€LV and ava^epecv. The first is used, 
as we have seen, when the thought to be suggested is that 
of our Lord ^^ bringing Himself ^^ to God, an ofiering of 
atonement between God and His People ; or again of His 
^^bringing " (to) into the immediate Presence of God a 
Blood of Sprinkling {atfia pavTia-fiov) which should 
serve as a memorial before the Father of the all-availing 
Sacrifice then already ofiered " without the Gate/^ 

The other word, ava^ipcLV, is that which is employed 
when Christ our Lord is set before us as " causing to 
ascend ^' His sacred Body upon the Cross. And through- 
out all these passages, without exception, — the one 
seeming exception, discussed in a previous Letter, strongly 
confirming the rest,— one and but one doctrine is laid 
down with all the power of repeated and most emphatic 
assertion. That doctrine is this : That the offering of 
Himself made hy our High Priest was once made, and 
once for all ; therefore once only, because for perpetual 
efficacy : that He entered into the Heavens, not in order to 
His often offering Himself: that He hath no need day by 
day to offer for sins, in that He did this once for all by 
His offering of Himself 

And now I cannot but add this in conclusion. If I 
have in any way Inis- stated, or inadequately stated, 
the meaning of the words of Scripture with which we 
have been occupied, I shall rejoice to be corrected, and 
by none would I rather be corrected than by yourself. 

Ag'aiiij it I have left out any one passage in which this 
truth of ^^ Christ our Lord offering HimseV?" *\s «\ioVet\. 
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of, or have mistaken and mis-stated the meaning of any 
one of them, I shall again rejoice to be set right. 

But if it be not so, surely you will yourself admit, 
that as far as expression is concerned (I speak not of the 
thought you intended to convey), the terms of the De- 
claration are in this particular sentence, and in this par- 
ticular clause of it, in direct opposition to the terms of 
Holy Scripture itself. 

Forgive me if I add, that if I seem urgent in desiring 
that you should make clear your true meaning to those 
many by whom it has been misunderstood hitherto, it 
is because the love that men bear you for your own 
great love to Christ, lends wings to your words, and 
leaves them rooted in many hearts. 

Ever affectionately yours, 

Wharton B. Marbiott. 



LETTER IV. 



Rev. T. T. Carter to Rev. W. B. Marriott. 



Cleweb Rectoby, 
October^ 1867. 



My dear Friend, 



You have in your studious habit of Scriptural 
investigation entered into more minute details as to 
words and phrases than I had anticipated in my reply to 
your inquiry. I must endeavour, therefore, — though at 
the risk of some repetition, — to give, in as succinct a 
form as I am able, a more complete view of the line of 
Scriptural argument on which the term you question in 
the " Declaration ^^ appears to me to rest. In doing so, 
I shall have to touch on some of the expressions which 
you quote so fully ; though I do not think it necessary 
for my purpose to consider them all ; because I believe 
the doctrine is to be drawn rather from general con- 
siderations than from single expressions, though it must, 
of course, be an harmony with them. 

I would first repeat what is meant by such ^^ Ofiering." 
It implies no deatb^ no suffering, no immoVation, ^l-s o^ ^ 
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Victim laid on an altar to be slain. This is past ; having 
been ^'once for all^^ fulfilled on the Cross. I mean^ 
therefore, by the term, the presentation of our Lord, 
still viewed as the Victim, not a mere pleading of a past 
sacrifice, not a mere reference to an accomplished fact, 
but a continuing on, so to say, of the sacrificed position 
— a presentation of Himself in the Victim State, a pro- 
longation, as it were, of the one act fulfilled on Calvary, 
though under difierent circumstances and conditions. 

The present dispensation is manifestly that of a media- 
torial kingdom, founded on a Sacrifice ever pleaded and 
applied. This, of course, would be granted in a certain 
sense by all. The question is, whether there is not an 
ever-present Reality — whether our Lord, our Sacrifice, 
is ever living before the Father in the state of One still 
continually presenting Himself in this light, under this 
view, and not merely pleading for us, but ever renewing 
His Oblation of Himself, and on this ceaseless act of 
self-devotion, grounding His intercession for us. • 

The proofs of this doctrine, if we confine ourselves to 
the Sacred Scriptures alone, are to be gathered, I believe, 
from such passages as the following : — 

1. In the Revelation we have a series of symbolic 
pictures representing what is now going on in heaven. In 
reference to the point in question, there is an important 
distinction to be noted in the aspect under which our 
Lord is represented at the beginning and the end of this 
Book. In the earlier part (chapters iv., v., vi., vii., viii.) 
there is a description of the worship now carried on in 
heaven. The forms under which it is described ax^ 
borrowed from the Temple SerVice ^Xi^etwasJ^^^oN., ^^^^st^ 
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is the ^^ golden altar/^ the " censer ^^ with the " incense/^ 
"the sea of glass ^^ (or brazen sea), "the twenty-four 
Elders/^ and the " four Living Creatures/^ symbolizing, 
respectively, the courses of the Priests, and the congre- 
gation of the people. This worship is going on around 
the Throne of God and the Lamb. The Lamb is there 
as the Victim would be in the Temple. Only He is the 
object of worship in union with God. But the Lamb is 
bearing the marks of His Passion. It is " the Lamb as 
it had been slain.^^ And the worship paid to Him is 
paid under this view of His victim state. It is not 
merely the effects of His having been slain which swell 
the chorus of exulting praise. It is the view of Him 
present before the eyes of the Saints, as still being the 
Victim. " The Lamb ^^ implies the whole idea of His 
victim state. Had another name, another symbol, been 
employed, the idea conveyed would have been different. 
This special symbol being selected, implies that this 
special view of Him is the one to be impressed. The 
"Lamb^^ is represented as "standing,^' because our 
Lord bears the twofold character of Priest and Victim. 
Standing is the position of a priest when making the 
oblations. The "Lamb standing^* therefore implies 
that He is offering Himself. This vision was shown to 
St. John many years after the Ascension. It therefore 
describes, not the scene which occurred on the first 
appearance of our Lord in the heavens, but a state con- 
tinuing. It was, as I suppose, intended to show the 
continuous worship of heaven till the end of the Media- 
torial Kingdom. 
How different is the vision closing t\ie setie^ oi? iVife 
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Revelation (chapters xxi.^ xxii.), which describes our 
final glory, the completed redemption of the elect. The 
altar, the sea of glass, the elders, all the forms of the 
Temple Service, have passed away. In the Heavenly 
City there is " no temple ;" God Himself and the Lamb 
are " the Temple of it.^^ The Mediatorial Kingdom is 
no more ; it has accomplished its purpose. The " Lamb^' 
is there, but no longer ^^as it had been slain.^^ The 
marks of the Passion are lost to view. The Lamb is now 
seen as the ^^ Light ^' of the Heavenly City — ^the Revealer 
of the Invisible, the Illuminator of the New Creation. 
As the Oflferer of Sacrifice, as the Propitiatory Victim, 
He has finished His work. As the Revealed, and 
Revealing God, His work abides for ever. 

£. The texts to which you refer as proving the reverse 
of this doctrine occur for the most part in Heb. viii., ix., 
X. Before touching on any special texts, I would make 
a general remark on these chapters. The main drifb 
of St. Paul's argument rests on a comparison between 
the earthly and the heavenly temples — the type and 
the anti-type. It turns especially upon the truth 
affirmed, chap, ix., 23 : '^ It was therefore necessary 
that the patterns of things in the heavens should be 
purified with these; but the heavenly things them- 
selves with better sacrifices than these. ^^ And the 
special idea intended to be conveyed as the fulfilment 
of the old Levitical system of Oflferings, is the transla- 
tion of a true propitiatory Ofiering of eternal value to 
that higher sphere where redeemed man's true home, 
the anti-type of the earthly 3eTUs»2[\fcm/\^,*05^<3K^^'\^ 
cleansing power, now being piepaxe^L fe^ \vvx£v« 
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The vision we have been considering in the Revela- 
tion, appears to me to be the actual exhibition to 
St. John^s inspired gaze, of what St. Paul here explains 
doctrinally as the true fulfilment of the old Temple 
Service. The two accounts viewed together are mutually 
explanatory of each other. To instance one critical 
passage, St. Paul shews that our Lord entering into 
heaven was the fulfilment of the Levitical High Priest 
going within the veil with the Blood of Atonement. 
" Christ is not entered into the holy places made with 
hands, which are the figures of the true ; but into heaven 
itself, now to appear in the Presence of God for us * .'' 
The context shows that the expression, "appearing in 
the Presence of God for us,'' implies a sacerdotal act of 
Offering; for it corresponds with the great High 
Priestly act which was its type. St. John describes 
the actual vision that he saw in heaven of Christ as a 
Priest offering Himself before God the Father, under the 
symbol of the Lamb, standing before the Throne. St. 
Paul's is the dogmatic truth— St. John's the actual vision. 

To one passage on which you specially comment, 
I would allude more particularly. St. Paul, as you truly 
point out, speaks of Our Lord offering Himself " once " 
only ; and that to suppose a second offering would imply, 
as he argues, that He " must needs have often suffered " 
(chap. ix. 26), On this you lay great stress, as 
being subversive of the doctrine of the Declaration.- 
But the Apostle only denies any repeated or fresh 
sacrifice, involving a second death, and distinguishes, in 
this respect, our Lord's sacrifice of Himself from the 

1 Heb. ix. 24i 
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sacrifices of the Law. But he does not touch the ques- 
tion of an offering distinct from the Victim's death. 
For the word " offer '' cannot be understood as limited 
to the ideas of suffering and death. This is evident 
from another passage^ which you also quote, where 
St. Paul speaks of the offering of the Blood within the 
most Holy Place by the High Priest. " But into the 
second went the High Priest alone once every year, 
not without Blood, which he offered for himself, and 
for the sins of the people^ (chap. ix. 7). The same 
word is used in this passage to denote the offering of 
the Blood, which was without suffering, as in the former 
passage to denote an offering which involved suffering. 
Therefore, according to the strictest use of the terms of 
the text in its application to the question at issue, the 
denial of any further offering of our Lord by death does 
not imply the denial of the offering of Himself as living, 
and having passed beyond the reach of suffering. Of 
the typical relation of this offering of the Victim's 
Blood within the veil, as an approximation to the offer- 
ing of our Lord's Person in heaven, and why there could 
be no more than an approximate type in this case, 1 
have spoken in my former Letter. 

It is also most material to note that St. Paul declares 
the Priesthood of Melchizedek to be the true type of 
that of our Lord, and it has an essential bearing on our 
present inquiry. 

In Melchizedek's offering there was no death, no 
Buffering. The ^^ bread and wine" of his offering was 
typical of a peaceful, painless act. And our Lord is a 
'^ Priest ybr ever, after the Order of MeloKYTj^^^-J' ^^ 
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bas an michai^eable Priesthood.'^ His nmst, thci cfoi e^ 
be an offering' a Sacrifice separate from the ideas of 
MaSBaing and death. And what ofiering can this be bat 
His own PeiBGOi ? 

MoreoreTy thoe were other fiagmentaiy t jpes in the 
Old Corenant of offerings eonneeted with a preYions 
deaths as a continnanee of the sacrifice. Snch were the 
waTe and heave dferings of Tictinis whidi had been slain 
on the altar. 

Of another Idnd^ thongh pcnnting to the same m jstoy 
of a continued offerings was the Shew Bread, perpetnallj 
renewed on the hciy table before the veil, — an offering 
representing the people of God in His immediate 
Presence, as oar Lord's offering of Himself is the repre- 
sentation of oar common Hamanity before the Father. 

Thus, then, as I believe, the mediatorial system of 
the Kingdom of Grace is founded on a continued offering 
of the very Person of Him on whose meritorious sacrifice 
alone it rests, and thus corresponds with the typical 
system which foreshadowed it. In the typical Law the 
offerings ever pleaded were continued by the succession 
of many slain victims. Li the real mediatorial s}'stem 
there is One Victim and one Death, followed by one con- 
tinued offering of that One Victim ; and on the virtue of 
this offering, thus perpetually appearing on our behalf 
before the Father, His pleading Intercession rests for Its 
acceptance. Nor will this offering cease, till our Lord, 
having accomplished His meritorious Intercession, 
delivers up the Kingdom to the Father, and ^^ God is all 
in all.^^ He is thus still the Lamb that ^ taketh away 
the sins of the world,'' as we ever acknowledge Him in 
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our Church's Service, because He is ever offering that 
Sacrifice, through which sin is ever being remitted ; and 
our offerings avail, because they are ever united with 
That Which is an ever-existing Reality. 

I am afraid I have been over lengthy; but I could 
not otherwise bring out, even cui'sorily, the Scriptural 
teaching which I believe bears on the very important 
point in question. 

Believe me. 

My dear Friend, 

Ever affectionately yours, 

T. T. Carter. 



LETTER V. 



Rev. W. B. Marriott to Rev. T. T. Carter. 

TOBQUAY, 

AprU \%th, 1868. 

My dear Friend, 

Since your laist Letter reached me, 1 have been 
incessantly occupied with other work, which has pre- 
vented my putting pen to paper in reference to the 
subject upon which we have been in correspondence. 
Now that my hands are once more free, 1 wish to bring 
to a conclusion the particular question with which alone 
we have been occupied hitherto, — ^that of Christ, our 
Great High Priest, ^^ oflPering Himself^' on our behalf. 

I have confined myself entirely^ in previous Letters, 
to the setting forth, with such fulness and accuracy as 
I could, all that Holy Scripture itself has revealed to us 
concerning this. And I would gladly, on many accounts, 
have kept to this alone, and have withheld all comment 
upon the arguments by which you defend the language 
ofj^our Declaration, But, as we have entered upon this 
^ubjectj we are bound, I think, to argvxe \t o\i\» >i5ao- 
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roughly, and, as far as we can, exhaustively. And, in 
order to this, we must not only build up, but pull down 
also, when need requires : not only do all we can to 
establish, what each may believe to be the Truth of God, 
but refute (if we can succeed in so doing) opposing 
reasonings, alleged in support of conclusions, which 
(rightly or wrongly) we believe to be inconsistent with 
divine Revelation. 

With this object before me, I proceed to pass in 
review the various arguments, which you have used 
in support of the language employed in your Declara- 
tion. 

And first let me say, that, in reading through your 
two Letters, 1 find the strongest possible confirmation 
of the opinion, which I ventured to express when first 1 
wrote to you upon this subject. I said then, that I 
thought it probable that the authors of this Declaration 
had used the phrase of Christ '^ offering Himself,^' in a 
sense other than that in which it is employed in Holy 
Scripture. After reading your Letters, it is impossible 
to doubt that this is so. I almost hope that you will 
yourself allow this, on a dispassionate consideration of 
the whole case. 

For observe how the matter stands. The language of 
Holy Scripture, in the many passages in which mention 
is made of Christ " offering Himself" is, without a single 
exception, such as that which your own words {p, 13) 
will best describe, " an earnest pressing of the truth that 
Christ was but once offered;" or, to word this exactly icL 
the language of Divine ReveVatiou, ^ik-SbV C>5\tv^\. oS«ted. 
M'a^e^ONCE.and ONC^ for all (,€<J>airals^ \ tKat He Axd. uoX, 
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enter into heaven in order to the often offering of Himself; 
that " He hath not need dayhy day to offer ^ as did the Leviti^ 
cat High. Priests, seeing that He did this once for all, when 
He offered up Himself .^^ 

On the other hand, the whole doctrine of your Decla- 
ration, as interpreted by yourself, is built up on the 
assertion {stipra, p. 33), that Christ, our High Priest, 
doth in heaven ever renew His {oblation) offering of 
Himself, 

Now, it is clear that, as far as words go, this last pro- 
position is in direct contradiction to the language of 
Holy Scripture above quoted. It is clear, too, that both 
these contradictory propositions cannot be true, if the 
phrase of Christ, " offering Himself ^^ be used in the same 
sense in Holy Scripture and in your Declaration. You 
can only, therefore, save your Declaration (in this part 
of it) from the fatal objection that it directly contra- 
dicts a truth which, by your own confession, St. Paul 
most earnestly insists on, by allowing (what I think 
must now be sufficiently plain) that you use the phrase 
of Christ offering Himself in one sense, while in Holy 
Scripture it is used in another. 

You are naturally unwilling to admit this, because in 
admitting this you would cut away from under your feet 
the only semblance of Scriptural foundation for the super- 
structure of doctrine which you build up. But your 
definition (somewhat vague t though it be), and your 

f I refer to the positive side of your DefmitioD, in which you refer to 
" certain cases " under the Levitical Law, as determining what is the 
kind of offering spoken of. But to my inqmry, What are those cerioiti 
ea^esf you make do reply. 
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arguments, shew clearly that such is the case. Your 
definition first ; for with you this '^ offering of Himself ,' 
made by Christ our great High Priest, is something 
distinct t (as an act) from His Sacrifice of Himself. It 
bears relation, indeed, to the Sacrifice, and is consequent 
upon it, but, as an act, is by you expressly distinguished 
from it. But in the language of Holy Scripture, Christ's 
offering Himself is not distinguished from, nor subse- 
quent to, His Sacrifice of Himself, but identical with it. 
Christ ^^ offered Himself (in the language of Holy 
Scripture) when He offered Himself a Sacrifice unto 
God upon the Cross. You have only to refer to the 
passages in which His offering of Himself is mentioned, 
to see that this is the case. And therefore, to distinguish, 
as you and the Declarants do, between Christ's Sacrifice of 
Himself once for all made, and Christ's offering of Himself 
^erjoetually renewed, is to introduce a distinction which, 
in the language of Holy Scripture itself, has no founda- 
tion whatever. 

And then for the arguments by which you support 
the conclusions stated in the Declaration. If any thing 
were wanted to prove to demonstration a contradiction, 
in terms at least, between yourself and Holy Scripture, 
those arguments would supply what was needed. Mark 
how this appears in the instance that follows. I had 
dwelt (in my second Letter) upon the language of 
St. Paul, where he emphatically denies any repeated 



t Not that you are consistent in maintaamii^ >i)K« ^\«NlYftriC^sso^\ ^^x vis* 
pp. 38, 39, above, you speak of our liotd aa " eoer ajferlug tltat ^oiG-ri.- 
flee," etc. And so a^ain in tJie passage q\xoVftflL\i^crw,^« ^- 
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offering of Himself to be made by Our Lord in Heaven. 
I had said {adopting St, FauPs words) that Christ does 
not often offer Himself; for such often offering would 
imply His often suffering. And you reply (thinking, 
1 am bound to suppose, of me only, and forgetting that 
you are replying to St. Paul), that this is quite a mistake. 
You argue that Christ^s often offering Himself would not 
imply His often suffering; which is precisely what 
St. Paul says it would imply. And on what grounds do 
you so argue ? Because things inanimate (Bread and 
Wine, p. 37, the Shew-Bread, p. 38, the Blood of a Victim 
previously slain, p. 37,) can be offered without suffering, 
therefore does it follow, so you argue, that Christ^s offer- 
ing of Himself (a living Person) can be repeated, and 
yet there be no suffering. Thus, therefore, stands the 
case : St. Paul says that Our Lord entered into the 
heavens, not in order that He should often offer Him- 
self, for that this would involve His often suffering. 
You reply (to me nominally, but unconsciously to 
St. Paul) that this is not so, for things that are without 
life can be offered, and yet there be no suffering. 

I am sure that on reflection you will see the fallacy 
involved in such an argument as this. And I think you 
will also see, what is matter of far greater importance, 
that in order to defend the language of your Declaration, 
you are obliged to argue (though, of course, uninten- 
tionally) that St. Paul's dogmatic language is without 
foundation. What further results from this, as to the 
character of your Declaration, 1 need not, I am sure, 
point out. 
That this coDtradiction is in terms oiiVy, au^ \\i3a.\,>iXi^ 
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actual doctrine which, by those terms, you yourself 
inUnded to set forth, is one that is consistent with Holy 
Scripture, I have all along believed. And I am con- 
firmed in this belief by seeing, that on any other suppo- 
sition, the arguments which you employ are wholly 
destitute of logical force. Those arguments are wholly 
beside the mark as proving any renewal in heaven of 
that offering of Himself, by Christ Our Lord, of which 
alone Holy Scripture speaks. But they are perfectly 
effectual as proving that Christ, Our Lord and our High 
Priest, presents Himself before God the Father in the cha- 
racter, or ^^ in the position ^^ (to use your own words), of 
One who has been sacrificed on the Cross, as One who 
still bears upon His sacred Person the marks of that 
His Passion, and who now ever liveth to make Inter- 
cession founded upon that Sacrifice. As long as you 
argue to this conclusion, your arguments are at once 
logical and Scriptural. But as soon as (constrained by 
the terms of your Declaration) you argue for some 
thing wholly different from this — for a renewal in 
heaven of His one offering of Himself — ^your conclusion 
is one, forgive me for so saying, which makes it impos- 
sible for you to be at once logical and Scriptural. Either 
your interpretation of Scripture, or your logic, must be 
in faidt, when, on Scriptural grounds, you seek to prove 
a conclusion which is in flat contradiction to Scripture 
itself. 

One of these arguments, and the fallacy which it 
involves, I have already considered. I proceed now to 
yet another. 

The argument to which you yo\XT«fc\^ ^^^^'^'t \^ ^^^^^ 
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most importance, is that which you have foimded on the 
language employed by St. John in chapters iv., v., sqq. 
of the Book of the Revelation. That argument is twice 
stated, in the first and in the second of your two 
Letters ; and to these I shall now refer. 

The argument in your first Letter (p. 12) is stated as 
follows : — 

^^ The representation {Rev. v. 6) of the worship in 
heaven, as offered to Him [Our Lord] under the image of 
the Larnb — three times the praises of the Blessed in heaven 
are recorded as being uttered before ^ the Lamb ^ — presumes 
the victim state, so to speak, still going on. The words 
added, ^ as it had been slain ^ guard against the idea of 
any continued immolation, for they involve the fact of 
death being past for ever; but the careful preservation 
of the term ^ the Lamb ^ in so marked a way, shews that 
He is being gazed upon now in heaven as a Person still 
offering Himself as a Sacrifice, ^^ 

How the preservation of the title " the Lamb ^' can 
prove that Our Lord is viewed as still offering Himself 
as a Sacrifice, 1 own I cannot see. Nay, you have 
yourself, in your second Letter, furnished a decisive 
answer to the argument here stated. For you quote an 
instance from a later passage of the same Book, in which 
this same title, " The Lamb,^' is ^^ carefully preserved,^* 
and yet in your own judgment that term is used in 
reference to a time when all offering on Christ's part 
shall have come to an end. And, 1 may add, that John 
the Baptist, in like manner, uses, in a most marked 
manner, that designation, ^^ The Lamb of God, which 
taketh away the sin of the world,'' at a time when, most 
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undoubtedly. Our Lord was not engaged in '^ offering 
Himself as a Sacrifice.^' But I may add yet more. If 
we want to know in what light our Lord was being 
gazed upon at the time that this title, ^^ the Lamb,'' 
was thus applied to Him, we are not left to conjecture 
as to what it was. For they who so gazed, have words 
put into their mouths, which will shew the thought 
that is prominent in the Divine Word, and will serve as 
a measure of the truth of your conjecture. You think 
that they gazed upon Him as one still offering Himself 
as a Sacrifice. But what they tell us of their own 
thought is this : ^' Worthy art Thou to take the Book, and 
to open the Seals thereof; for Thou wertslain^^, and didst 
purchase, by Thy Bloody out of every tribe , and tongue , and 
people, and nation, and didst make them to our God kings 
and priests, and they reign upon the earih,^' Not one 
word here of His still offering Himself as a Sacrifice ; 
but words very plain, and beyond mistake, as to the 
slaying upon the Cross, and the Redemption by His 
Blood thereon outpoured, being the thought which 
inspired the New Song of the Redeemed^®. 

In the second Letter, you recur to this argument, and 
state it at greater length. 

In order to lead up the more easily to the conclusion 
you wish to attain, you there begin by setting out the 
context of the passage, not as it is given by S. John 

^ Zri ia'<l>dyriSf Koi 1iy6pa(ras r^ 0c^ iif r^ aXfiarl cov ^k irdayis <pv\riSf 
K,r,\. Rev. V. 9. Wordsworth's Text. 

^' Compare the words of verse 12 : " Worthy is the Lamb that has 
been slain (rh 4<r<f>ayfJL4vov, not rh irpoa'^€p6fjL€voif, which is beinff offered) 
to receive power, and riches, and wisdom, and strength, and honour, 
and glory y and blessing" 
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himself, but with a running commentary of your own, 
in which you assume, as if open to no doubt, a number 
of points which, by general confession, admit of the 
greatest possible question. You decide, with the stroke 
of a pen, that the twenty-four Elders {irpeafivTepoi) 
mean twenty-four Levitical Priests (tepet?) ; that the 
sea of glass before the Throne of God is the brazen laver in 
the Court of the Jewish Temple. You bring into mention 
here the Altar of Incense, which is not spoken of till 
the opening of the Seventh Seal ; though it would not 
really serve your purpose had it been so, for on the 
Altar of Incense no living sacrifice, no victim, was 
ever offered. And whereas St. John himself tells us, 
that what the Angel summoned him to look upon was a 
vision of ^^ things which were to come to pass'^ at some 
future time (a Bet yeviaOav fiera ravra), you determine, 
if I understand you right, that the thing to be revealed 
was the nature of the worship that was then, and is 
now, being continuously offered t to our Lord in heaven. 

1 own to some surprise that you should pronounce so 
decided an opinion upon matters of interpretation so 
extremely doubtful as some of the above. For my own 
part, I am far from affirming that your interpretation 
is certainly the wrong one. But I think I may say, 
without presumption, that it is a matter of the greatest 
doubt whether it be right or no. 

Happily, however, it will not be necessary for me to 
discuss in detail any such doubtful matters of interpre- 
tation as these. For with the language of Holy Scrip- 

f How this belief can be consistent witli the doctrine that the Resur- 
rection of the Juat is still future, it is not easy to \Madew\«cQdu 
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ture, and the testimony of our own Church (of which 
more hereafter), consenting unmistakably. to one judg- 
ment upon the matter now in question, I may safely 
grant you, for the saving of argument, all that you have 
claimed in the way of paraphrastic interpretation to 
these chapters, and you will still be left absolutely with- 
out any the least foundation for such a proposition as 
you wish to maintain. 

For what is your argument, considered in itself? In 
the vision described by St. John, he saw, as you truly 
state, worship being paid to Our Redeemer and Lord 
under the figure and designation of '^ the Lamb,'' — ^that 
Lamb in the midst of the Throne, and of the twenty- 
four Elders, and of the four living Creatures, '^ striding, 
ds one that had been slain /^ ka-TqKo^y w^ ia^ayfiivov^^. 

Prom these facts, as to which we are agreed, and on 
the strength of certain interpretations, more or less 
precarious, which, for the saving of argument, I will not 
now dispute^ you proceed to argue as follows : — 

1. Our Lord is here worshipped under the figure and by 
the title of ** the Lamby' and as bearing still upon His 

'^ On the words &s i(r<l>ceyfi4yoy, we are, as I see by your Letters, quite 
in accord. The verb itself, fftpdCciy, is that which is technically used of 
cutting the throat of, or otherwise slaying, an animal victim (or a man). 
And the participle of the prcBsens perfectum, here used, suggests, 
according to the proper connotation of that participle (present result 
from a past act), that the ma/rka of Sis Passion were still visible, as He 
was revealed to St. John under this symbolic figure. I may add that a 
still more literal rendering of the words 6)s ^a<payfjL4vov is that given by 
Dr. Wordsworth, in loc, ** as if it had been sacrificed** [slain), " St. 
John does not say that 'he saw a Lamb being sacrificed, but that he saw 
a Lamb standing as if it had been sacrificed, that is, bearlu^ tiv«xVl% ^^ 
its sacrificial immolation that was post, aa CVms.^. ^e««^ 'Ovx^ Y^voXj^ ^ 
tbe nails, aud the mark of the Rpear m HVa sv^c, \-o V\ve «vmj\\^^'^^ 
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Sacred Person the marks of His Passion {the Passion 
itself, you will allow, being past) . 

2. The Lamb thus worshipped is represented as stand- 
ing; and standing is the attitude of a priest rtiahing 
the oblations : therefore it follows — 

3. That " Our Lord offers Himself ^^ {in the Scriptural 
sense of the term) " in heaven/^ 

Now observe what this argument implies. It will 
stand thus : ^^ Because a priest, offering a sacrifice at an 
altar, would stand in order to do so, therefore does it 

follow, that when Christ, Our High Priest, is described as 
a Lamb standing in the midst of a Throne, offour-and^ 
twenty Elders, and of four living Creatures, we may 
know assuredly that He was at that moment ^offering 
Himself/ " Surely you must see, on reflection, that to 
argue thus is to confuse utterly between what possibly 
might be, and what in the nature of things must be. If 
we knew, from other divine revelations, that Christ Our 
Lord does in heaven ever renew His offering of Himself, 
once made upon the Cross, then might it, perhaps, be 
allowable to trace an allusion to this truth in the ex- 
pression of the Lamb ^^ standing,^' albeit there is no 
word here of any standing beside an altar, but of one 
standing in the midst of a Throne, of four-and-twenty 
Elders, and of the rest. But when, in point of fact, 
every passage of Holy Scripture, which speaks of Chri-st 
" offering Himself,^' does so with an ^^ earnest pressing 
of the t^uth" (I use your own .words), that ^^ Christ was 
hut once offered,^' what can be more illogical than to 

infer from the fact of the Lamb being described as stand- 
j'ng'^ that Christ Our Lord ever reTiews m \vfe^^«tv \Jtv%J(» 
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offering of Himself, which St. Paul emphatically declares 
was made once, and once for all ? 

Is it not a strong presumption that the language of 
your Declaration must be destitute indeed of Scriptural 
foundation, when, in answer to St. PauFs dogmatic 
language concerning Christ^s offering of Himself, once 
made, and once for all, and not to be repeated in heaven 
(ovS' iva TToXKd/ci^ irpoo'<f>epri iavrov), you should have to 
rely upon an argument so inconclusive as that I have 
now been considering ? 

But you have other arguments in reserve. That 
which I am now to notice rests on the following facts, 
as to which there is no dispute between us. 

a. Under the Levitical Law, the High Priest entered 
once a year (on the Day of Atonement) into the Most 
Holy Place, carrying with him a small portion of tie 
blood of a victim, previously slain beside the great 
altar of burnt sacrifice. This blood he sprinkled before 
the Mercy Seat. 

^. This act of the Levitical High Priest was typical 
of the entering into the " true ^^ Holy of Holies by the 
true High Priest, our Blessed Lord, and of a priestly act 
by Him performed. 

7. This sprinkling of blood by the Levitical High 
Priest is once spoken of as an ^^ offering ^^ of blood 
(to aZ/ta 8 TTpoa^^pei). 

Upon the strength of these facts you argue as 
follows : — 

^^ Christy our High Priest, eivteteA. m\o N3cvei\\fe'»5««^^'» 
there to appear for us^' (inr€p t)jjiS>v, oxv o\x\ \i«^'^«^ 
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'^ His SO appearing is in the character of the true High 
Priest, and is ' a sacerdotal act of offering y for it corre- 
sponds with the great High Priestly act which was its 
type.^^ 

In the words which I have italicized, we are met at 
once with that recurrent confusion, already noticed, 
between an act of offering, and the particular act of 
offering which in Holy Scripture is designated as 
Christ^s offering of Himself And here, once more, 
I must ask you to observe, that by arguing as you do, 
you place yourself at direct issue, not with this or that 
uninspired teacher only (this were of comparatively 
trivial moment), but with St. Paul himself. I refrain 
from putting this in the yet stronger form which to 
both of us these last words imply. Out of a long 
dogmatic sentence of St. PauFs, you quote five words — 
those of '^ Christ appearing on our behalf/^ — quote them 
as proving, to your mind, your own assertion that 
Christ does in heaven ever renew His (oblation) offer- 
ing of Himself. Surely, when you so argued you must 
have forgotten that St. Paul himself, in the very same 
sentence, nay, in the very next words, expressly and em- 
phatically excludes any such renewal of that offering as 
you speak of. 

" Christ entered into the heavens, there to appear on our behalf: 
yet was not this in order to His often offering Himself, for then 
must He have often suffered since the foundation of the world. 
.... As it is appointed unto men once ^^ to die, and after this 
judgment, even so Christ, aftee being once " offeeed to bear the 
sins of many, shall appear a second time, to them that expectantly 
await Him, apart from sin, unto salvation." 

In few words, the case stands thus : On statement of 
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certain premisses, St. Paul either infers, or emphatically 
states, the unity of Christ^s offering, and no less empha- 
tically denies the repetition of that offering in heaven. 
From the same premisses you, and those who sign your 
Declaration, infer the direct contrary of this, and see in 
these facts a proof that Christ^s offering of Himself is 
perpetually renewed, both in heaven, by Our Lord, and 
on earth by Christian Priests. Could stronger evidence 
be g^ven of the contrast of teaching between your Decla- 
ration and Holy Scripture itself? 

Yet once more, however, in reference to the same type 
of the blood sprinkled before the Mercy Seat, you seek 
to establish your conclusion by physical arguments, 
drawn from the conditions of Our Lord^s Human Person 
in heaven. 

Referring to what I had said, both in writing, and 
previously, in talking over the matter with you, as to 
the essential difference between an offering of a small 
portion of the blood of a victim previously slain^ and tke 
offering of Christ Himself, you reply as follows (I quote 
your exact words ) : — 

'' The Blood of Our Lord is not now separate from 
Himself. It is in Him glorified, and is the Life of His 
Person, and cannot he offered except in Hi9^ Person and 
as apart of His Person ; and to offer His Blood is one and 
the same thing as to offer His very Person,^^ And so on 
(p. 14), more to the same effect. 

Now to this argument, as indeed to all of the like 
kind that you have advanced, or that possibly can be 
advanced, in support of the proposition t\va^ C\m5^\. ^^>?«^ 
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Lord renews His offering of Himself, it might bcLSuffi- 
cient to say, that St. Paul knew all (to say the least) 
that we can possibly know concerning the nature of 
Our Lord^s sacrificial acts in heaven, and concerning 
the conditions of His Human Personality. And yet he, 
knowing these things, distinctly denies any iteration of 
the offering of Christ Himself, and no less distinctly 
affirms the unity, and ever-enduring efficacy, of that 
offering. It is clear, therefore, that he is not of one mind 
with you in thinking that the types of which you speak^ 
or the truth of Christ's Priesthood, or the conditions of 
His Glorified Humanity, prove any iteration of the 
offering of Christ Himself. 

But though that reply would be quite sufficient, I 
cannot help adding, that your whole argument in this 
place seems to me open to two very grave objections. 
The first, that physical arguments such as these imply 
such a carnal and literal application of Levitical types to 
Christian and heavenly truths, as is alien (so, at least, it 

- appears to me) to the whole tenour of New Testament 
teaching, and to the whole spirit of those old godly 
Doctors to whom you make appeal. But not this only. 
Your whole argument in this place ignores the real 
character of the type to which you refer. For the 
" Blood of Sprinkling " with which the typical High 
Priest entered the Holy of Holies, was a small portion 
of the blood of a victim, taken from it at the tim€ it wa^ 
slain. In the application of this type, therefore, to the 
true Sacrifice and true High Priest, our thoughts are 
directed^ not to any possible condition of His Glorified 

^ody (such as those of whicl:i you s\>e«L¥^ , ^i^^^: \^ ^^ 
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Blood which flowed from His riven side'* as He hung, 
with outstretched arms, upon the Cross. That this Blood, 
so shed, was in spiritual and heavenly truth (but 
not in any material and carnal sense) sprinkled before 
the true Mercy Seat, when Our Lord, the true High 
Priest, entered within the Vail, I for one from my 
heart believe. But how from these data we are legiti- 
mately to infer, in direct contradiction to St. Paul, that 
Christ does in heaven ever renew that offering of Him- 
self which Holy Scripture speaks of as once made, and 
once for all, I for one am unable to understand. 

Nor is this all. I must remind you that the act of 
the Levitical High Priest, to which reference is here 
made, was one in which, as an act, no other Priest could 
take part; though in the benefits which, by God^s 
ordinance, resulted from that act, both Priests and 
People were partakers. You must see, therefore, I am 
sure, that in order to make this type serve the purpose 
of your Declaration [^^ as in heaven offered . . so on 
earth"], you will have to disregard altogether one of the 
most marked characteristics of the very type to which 
you make appeal. After setting up this type for a 
moment as proving a conclusion directly contradictory 
of St. Paul, you will have to set it aside with the next 
breath as altogether beside the purpose, when it points, 
as indeed it does, to a conclusion inconsistent with your 
Declaration. 



31 Perhaps I should rather say (as a friend has suggested to me), ** to 
the Blood which flowed from His yet living Bod^, feocx -yafe ^^sssbSj^ 
made m His hands and in His feet b^ tVie t»a\a -WVCvSft. ^»aJvK5i^ ^«:vkw \«i 
the Cross." 
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Yet one more argument you bring forward, and to 
yet one more I must reply. You refer, more than once, 
to the fact of Our Lord being a Priest for ever ; and 
you add that a priest must, of necessity, have somewhat 
to offer j and from these premisses once more you draw 
the conclusion, that Our Lord must now in heaven be 
ever renewing His offering of Himself. That this 
argument may have any force, you must assume that 
when St. Paul says a Priest '^ must have somewhat to 
offer,^' he means that none can be a Priest unless he 
alwaySy and at all times, have somewhat to offer — that he 
ceases to be a Priest the moment he ceases to offer. 
But you have only to state this in words, to see its 
absurdity ; and you have only to look to the original 
Greek to see (as in a previous Letter I pointed out) 
that St. Paul indicates the exact contrary of this by the 
very form of the verb which he employs. And on a 
mementos reflection you must surely see, that Aaron, for 
example, was not less a Priest when, coming forth from 
within the Veil, he declared to the people God^s accept- 
ance of a sacrifice previously offered, than when, standing 
by the Altar of Burnt Sacrifice, he offered thereon the 
atoning victims which God had appointed. And so Our 
Lord, after He had offered one Sacrifice for sins, for ever 
sat down at the right Hand of God ; and yet doth He 
abide a Priest for ever after the order of Melchizedek. 
And I cannot but wonder that you, and those who with 
you have signed this Declaration, appealing, as you do, 
both to Holy Scripture and to the old godly Doctors, 
should have overlooked that, which, both by one and the 
^^/ler, 2s pointed out as the super-emmeiit AivgmV^ «i.TA 
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special characteristic of the Sacrifice of Christ, viz. that 
because of its all-sufficient efficacy, it was but once offered. 

I cannot better sum up this Letter than in the 
language of St. John Chrysostom — ^not one whit less 
pointed in its reprobation of the terms of your Declaration 
than is the language of Scripture itself. ^^ Think not/* 
so he writes, ^^when thou hear est of Him as being a Priest y 
that because a Priest He is therefore ever sacrificing : for 
©NOB He offered sacrifice^ and for ever after sat down. . . . 
In this is suggested the Majesty of that Sacrifice y in that being 
ONE, and ONCE offered y it did suffice y where all those (older) 
sacrifices together availed not** (In Epist. ad Heb., cap. 
vii., Hom. xiii.)'*. Is it possible for language to present 
a greater contrast than do these words of St. Chrysostom 
(closely following Holy Scripture) on the one side, and, 
on the other, the terms of your Declaration, and the 
arguments by wHch it is supported? 

And now I have gone through in detail every one, 
I think, of the arguments, by which you have sought to 
maintain the position, fundamental to your whole super- 
structure of doctrine, viz. that Christ Our High Priest 
doth now in heaven ever renew His oblation of Himself. 
But I am glad to think that with the language of Holy 
Scripture so clear, so precise, so dogmatic, as it is, upon 
this truth of the unity, and perpetual efficacy, of the 
offering of Himself once made by Our Blessed Lord, it 
can matter but little whether what I have said be con- 

'3 The original is as follows: — M^ roiwy avrhv l€p4a iucoiS<ras ac2 
Upaardai vSmCc' &ira^yiLp Updffaro, fcal \oiirbv 4Kd.6v9«LV. . . ^^wtv^ ^v 
alylrTerat ivravBa rh' fityoK^tov ti^j 6\)<rUs,^ ^pKWt yi.a ol>«o.>^«X.^'«'»S;* 



I 



58 MR. CAKTBR^S OWN ADMISSIONS. 

elusive in reasoning or no. You yourself have supplied 
the strongest possible evidence that, in terms at least, 
your Declaration is inconsistent with Holy Scripture. 
For when pressed, as you felt yourself to be, by the 
manifest contradiction between your language concern- 
ing Christ's oifering, and that of Holy Scripture, you 
have recourse, in defence of your own position, to the 
desperate resort of saying, that when St. Paul presses 
earnestly the truth (no truth, if your Declaration be 



true,) that Christ was once, and but once, offered, he 
meant only that He was but once slain. My dear friend, 
what is this but to admit that the language of your 
Declaration is inconsistent with Scripture, as it is? 
What but to confess that words divinely inspired must 
be altered, if your Declaration is to stand ? 

Surely you cannot have reflected, in penning that 
sentence, what a deadly blow would be inflicted on the 
authority of Holy Scripture, if such licence of interpre- 
tation as this were once admitted. St. Paul, with all 
the emphasis of which language is capable, asserts again 
and again, that Christ's offering of Himself was one 
and once for all, and not to be repeated ; and because 
this language is felt to be inconsistent with your 
Declaration, you claim to say, in effect, that St. Paul 
did not mean what he says, — that though he speaks 
of Christ but once offered, he really means but once 
slain. 

This is virtually to say (though I am sure you would 
be the last to say it in intention), that the authors of 
this Declaration could have worded tte Epistle to the 
Hebrews better than it was worded "by St, ^«l\5\— >iW\. 
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they can express to the Church the true mind of the 
Lord, better than it was expressed by him. 

Pardon me for thus speaking. I cannot but feel (and 
feel painfully) as I look back at this last Letter, that it 
will not merit the commendation which you bestowed 
upon my first — that of the absence of a controversial 
tone. But I know not how I could have kept clear of 
this, in replying to arguments such as those advanced in 
your Letters. For with scarcely an exception, you 
forsake altogether that region of Scriptural interpreta- 
tion, in which we should have been occupied, not with 
our own subjective reasonings, but with the inspired 
language of Holy Apostles and Prophets — and have 
recourse to ^ jpriori arguments, which can only be 
answered by showing the fallacies of logic, or the con- 
tradictions to Holy Scripture, which they involve. A 
controversial tone is, I fear, inseparable from discussion 
such as all this involves. But if in any thing I have 
gone beyond what the necessities of argument required 
— if, unwittingly and unintentionally, I have misrepre- 
sented your reasonings, or mis-stated your conclusions, 
I express my regret beforehand, and ask your pardon, 
with all sincerity 



39 



Believe me, my dear Friend, 

Affectionately yours, 

Wharton B. Marriott. 



'* Mr. Carter was obliged to leave home within a few days of the 
receipt of this Letter, and has in conseqiieTvce b^ftxi OcJC\^fc^\ft ^i^'^x ^ass:^ 
reply for a few weeks. The farther coTTes^Ti<\eTWi^ -w'^X^^ ^xsJsSic^'^'*^^ 
soon as circumetances permit. 
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the Investiture of Willegoda first Abbot of St. Alban's, from a MS. of 
the 13th century. 

fjL, St. Dunstan, Archbishop of Canterbury, and St. Gregory the 
Great, from a MS. of the 11th century. 

V, Four Bassi-Relievi, executed by order of Eugenius IV., illustrative 
of the principal Events of the Council of Florence. 

|. Erie Richard (of Warwick), and Robert Halain, Bishop of Salis- 
bury, Ambassadors from Henry V. of England, are received by the 
Pope and the Emperor at the Council of Constance. 

0. How Kyng Henry VI., beyng in his tender age, was crowned 
Eyng of Englond at Westminstre with great solempnytie. (This 
Plate, and that last described, are from a MS. of the 15th century, by 
the antiquary, John Rous.) 

V. Illustrations of Ecclesiastical Costume in the Greek Church. 

Maw/ of the above have been photographedt by gracious permission^ 

from a Collection of Coloured Drawings, in which the principal objects 

of JEcclesiastical Antiquity at Rome are carefully reproduced, as they 

existed nearly 200 year's ago. The Collection was originally made for 

Cardinal Aldano (afterwards Clement XL), and is now the property 

'2/'-^er Majesf^ the Queen. 
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LETTER VI. 



Rev. T. T. Carter to Rev. W. B. Marriott. 

July 4, 1868. 

My dear Friend, 

I regret that absence from home on the Con- 
tinent has hindered my reply to your Letter of April 18 ; 
and after another long interval, therefore, I again take 
up the thread of our discussion. 

First, I must take exception to the interpretation 
which you put upon one term used by me. You have 

^ [Some brief notes will be found appended to the following Letter, 
which are included within brackets, and marked as the Editor's by fais 
initials. This has been done in accordance with an intimation conveyed 
to Mr. Carter in the Letter next following this. The reason for doing so 
was this. The Editor felt, that if every fresh issue raised were to form 
matter for argumentative discussion between Mr. Carter and himself, 
this correspondence would never reach a close. He has therefore adopted 
this plan, for the saving of time and space, and with a view to confining 
the argument of the Letters, as much as possible, to issues of real import- 
ance to the main question under discussion. But the reader will, it is 
hoped, bear in mind, that the Notes in question are to be regarded simply 
as ex parte comments on the part of the Editor, as to the accuracy or rele- 
vancy of which Mr. Carter's subsequent silence implies neither assent iLor 
dissent on his part. — VV. B. M.] 
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aot, I think, sufficiently compared passages mutually 
explanatory of each other, and thus implied a view as 
held by me, which I did not at all intend. 

You allude to the term " renew ^^ — '^ that Christ doth 
ever renew His offering of Himself ''^ — as though I 
meant to imply an idea of repetition. The term 
" renew " does not, I think, necessarily imply this idea. 
It is used of what i« continuous and ever fresh, as 
being renewed in its effects, though continuous in itself. 
And I used other terms sufficiently clear, as I hoped, 
to express this meaning. 

The idea of ^^ repetition ^^ of Our Lord^s Sacrifice 
never entered my mind. It is the " unceasing continu- 
ance^^ or ^^ perpetuation,^^ of the One Offering that I 
desire to maintain. In this respect Our Lord^s Offering 
is necessarily distinct from all other offerings. Because 
^^He ever liveth. His Offering ever liveth*/^ or, at 
least, ceases not till the purposes of His Sacrifice are 
accomplished. It was only that the circumstances and 
aspect of His Offering were changed, not the fact of 
offering, when the undying Victim passed into the 
Heavens. Calvary is thus perpetuated as a living 

' [** His offering ever liveth." I cannot follow this argument. 
** Otfering " may mean either " a thing (or a person) offered ;** or " an act 
of offering." In which of these two meanings is the word to be taken 
here ? If I take the first, the proposition is this : " Because He ever 
liveth. He, the Victim offered, ever liveth." But this is not argument, 
but an assumption (which no Christian man would dispute) that He 
who ever liveth is also the Victim offered for the sins of the world. This 
is no doubt true; but it in no way affects the question at issue between 
Mr. Carter and myself. If the second meaning be the one intended, it 
is difficult to see any logical significance at all in a sentence, which 
^on the l2)7x>thesis) affirms, that " Because He ever liveth. His act of 
e^mn^ ever Iweth/'—W. B. M.] 
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teality, ever present before the eyes of the Father, once 
in pain and bloodshedding, now painlessly and in 
glory, and in the mystery of a spiritual Divine blood- 
sprinkUng. 

The difference between you and me turns on the 
question, whether or no our Lord is now merely pleading 
His Sacrifice on the Cross as a thing passed, as simply an 
historic fact, or whether He is presenting Himself still 
as the Sacrifice, on Whose merits all pleadings, whether 
of Himself, or of others in Him, depend. It is this 
latter view that I uphold. The only important point to 
bear in mind is, that the meritoriousness of His Sacri- 
fice, the ground of its acceptance, consists in its consum- 
mation in suffering which is past. As our Lord offers 
Himself now, it is not merely without pain, but it is 
also with the complete treasure of merits laid up as it 
were for ever, to which nothing can be added. No fresh 
meritoriousness is supposed to be acquired, equally as 
no fresh act of sacrifice is supposed to be made ; only 
the sacrifice once made is unceasingly presented in the 
accomplished fulness of its meritorious power evermore 
inherent in His Person. 

I do not see the force of your argument from the 
expression in the Book of Revelation, of our Lord 
^^ standing.^^ You argue ^ that because our Lord is 
represented as the Lamb ^^ standing,^' therefore He can- 

* [Mr. Carter has misunderstood my argument altogether. It would 
be absurd to argue (and I certainly never have argued), that because our 
Lord is described as " standing," therefore He could not he "offering 
Himself." My contention was simply a negative one ; that the fact q.€ 
Our Lord being described as "standing" does uot pro^ae «»>s^v ^sn. ^''Ssstvsx^ 
of HimseJf as Mr. Carter conteudafoT. ^^'U^'WtetN ,,^.^<^.— ^ .^."^-^ 

1? % 



64 ST. PAULAS ARGUMENT IN HEB. IX. AND X. 

not be there as a Victim, as one offered. The victim 
state you suppose inconsistent with the position of 
standing, which is appropriate to a Piiest. I think you 
miss, or lose sight of, the great mystery of our Lord 
being at once Priest and Victim. He " stands " because 
He is the Priest ; He is the " Lamb as it had been slain,^^ 
because He is also a Victim. This is precisely what we 
have expressed : ^^ He offers Himself.^^ In no other 
attitude could our Lord have been represented con- 
sistently with the twofold attribute ^. 

But the main passage, on which you ground your 
argument, is that of St. Paul in his Epistle to the 
Hebrews, chapters ix. and x. You urge that St. Paulas 
language is directly contrary to mine, and therefore 
the two incompatible. If, indeed, there were such an 
antagonism, it would be useless to say more : the case 
would be decided. But I cannot agree with you in 
your view of St. Paulas meaning. You conclude (from 
chap, ix., V. 26) that there can, in St. Paulas view, 
be no sacrifice* unless there be suffering. St. PauVs 
argument is clear, and the application of the terms in 
question must be gathered from the argument. He is 
urging the incapacity of the Levitical sacrificies, because 
of the need of their frequent repetition. He then shows 
the superiority of Our Lord^s Offering, because it was 

< [For the answer to this argument from Our Lord heing spoken of as 
** standing/' see p. 50, ahready referred to. — W. B. M.] 

* [My argument was, and is, not that there ** can he no sacrifice^* 

without suffering (which no one could possibly affirm who knows how 

wide is the Scriptural use of the word " sacrifice "), but, what is a very 

different argument, that in St. Paul's view, Christ's "offering Himself" 

(Vm /ji^ Scriptural sense of that jphrase) involves also His suffering. 

— W.MM.J 
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one, and needed not to be repeated. The great point on 
which he dwells is the singleness of Our Lord^s Offering. 
" By one offering hath He perfected for ever them that 
are sanctified/^ &c., &c. He then affirms that this ' one 
offering can never be repeated ; that as a fact it has 
but once been made, in the Crucifixion, and not reite- 
rated, either before or after that event ; ^^ for then ^^ in 
such case ^^ must He often have suffered since the foun- 
dation of the world.^' But manifestly this has not been 
the case. He was never offered till He appeared in the 
Flesh. He has now passed away through death, and will 
not appear again in a state capable of suffering. ^^Now 
once in the end of the world hath He appeared to put 
away sin by the sacrifice of Himself; and as it is 
appointed unto men once to die, and after this judg- 
ment, so Christ was once offered to bear the sins of 
many, and to them that look for Him shall He appear 
a second time without sin " (i. e. without any fresh 
cause to offer for its remission, or without any power of 
sin left, demanding a fresh sacrifice) ^^ unto salvation^' 
(Heb. ix. 26—28) . 

The whole argument is concerned with drawing a 
contrast between the Levitical sacrifices in the Temple, 
and the Sacrifice on Calvary. They were frequently 
repeated. This was but once offered, because its cleansing 
power was complete, and its merits inexhaustible. 

• [*' This one offering** A very small word imported into St. Paul's 
mouth may make a very great difference in his meaning. He does not 
only say of Christ Our Lord, entering into the Heavens, that it was not 
in order to the repeating of " that one offering" hut, absolutely, that it 
was "not in order to His often offering H-vmaaVi, Jot tKeu musX. HAAvaxi* 
often suffered," &c.— W. B. M.^ 
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But nothing is here said of what ensued as the 
sequence of the Sacrifice on Calvary ; nothing is said for 
or against the perpetual presentation of that One Sacrifice 
in a higher sphere ; nothing of the transference of the 
Victim to Heaven ; nothing of the prolongation of the one 
act of Oblation ^; nothing whatever of what was to come 
to pass in that region of life, where the accepted Priest 
was to be seated on His Throne, and the accepted Victim 
to be brought before the eyes of the Father. The pas- 
sage speaks nothing as to this point, which is the one 
question between us ; and we have therefore to regard 
other portions of Scripture, and analogies founded on 
the symbols of the Levitical system, in order to 
d€k3ide it. 

The argument to prove the oneness of the Sacrifice of 
Blood ofiered by Christ is, I think, clearly as follows : — 
Christ, being made man, was subject to all the con- 
ditions of humanity. But death can only once be 
undergone by men; and, therefore, Christ could only 
once die, and so once only be oflfered as a Sacrifice of 
expiation, because the oflfering needed to put away sin 
must be made in Death. 

The view of the Apostle is limited, by the tenour of 
his argument, to this consummation of the Sacrifice, 
the meritoriousness of which culminated in the fact of 



7 [Not only in the passage here spoken of, but in all Scripture, " no- 
thinff is said " of any prolongation of the one act of Oblation. How, 
therefore, can we be justified in deciding, upon imperfect analogies founded 
on the symbols of the Levitical system, that that Oblation of Christ Himself 
was " prolonged," and is now being prolonged or perpetuated (as an act), 
of which Holy Sciiptnre declares with the utmost possible emphasis, that 
/f rraa onoe made, in past time, and once for all ?— VT . ^. 1&..'\ 
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death being undergone. It would be wholly beside the 
question to extend the meaning of the words to the 
condition or acts of the Person sacrificed, when He had 
passed beyond death into endless life*. The words 
determine the singleness of the act of death, and of the 
sacrifice in dying; but they determine nothing as to 
the mode or virtue of the presentation of the Ofiering 
after death. 

But further, my dear Friend, it appears to me, that the 
difierence between us extends to the very mystery of the 
Incarnation. We cannot, I think, apprehend the ftJ^ 
ness of this mystery, without perceiving, that in a real 
sense Our Lord^s life in the flesh was throughout an 
offering. His first giving Himself, His obedience in life. 
His lifelong suffering, were at all times before the eyes 
of the Father as a meritorious Sacrifice. St. Paul im- 
plies this truth in quoting from the 40th Psalm, as he 
does in this very passage of the Epistle which we have 
been considering. ^^ Wherefore when He cometh into 
the world. He saith. Sacrifice and offering Thou wouldest 
not, but a Body hast Thou prepared Me: in burnt- 
offerings, and offerings for sin. Thou hast had no pleasure : 
then said I, Lo, I come to do Thy will, O God.^' And 
then St. Paul goes on to explain further. '^ Above, when 
he said, ^Sacrifice and offering, and burnt-offerings, 

^ [Mr. Carter can hardly have obsenred that this is precisely what 
St. Paul does. See the entire passage quoted at p. 26. (Heb. ix. 24^ sqq.) 
St. Paul's mention of men once dying, and of Christ's being once offered, 
and the rest, grows out of his statement of what Christ does not do (viz. 
not often offer Himself) " now that Se is passed beyond death into end' 
less life;" or, in St. Paul's own words, now that "He is entered into 
Heaven, there to appear on our behalf." — ^W."B.lJir^ 
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and offering for sin Thou wouldest not, neither hadst 
pleasure therein/ which are offered by the law, then, 
said He, ' Lo, I come to do Thy will, O God/ He taketh 
away the first, that He may establish the second. By the 
which Will we are sanctified, through the offering of the 
Body of Jesus Christ once for all^' (Heb. x. 5—9). The 
words imply that Our Lord^s incarnate state was a per- 
petual offering : that His assuming the flesh, and living 
in the Body, had always a sacrificial efficacy, such as the 
Levitical offerings had not. If the preparatory stages 
of Our Lord^s offering of Himself, which reached their 
climax on the Cross, were, as I cannot doubt, pro- 
pitiatory in themselves, still more must the presentation 
of Himself in the flesh before the Father in Heaven 
be a propitiatory offering, when now He contains in 
Himself all the merits purchased by His passion and 
Death \ 

This view of the Incarnation is expressed by St. 
Gregory the Great, as e. g. in His Morals on the Book 
of Job. Speaking of Job as a type of our Blessed Lord, 
he says (b. i. c. xxiv.), ^^ Job does not cease ^ to offer 

• [This entire argument, from p. 67, 1. 9, '* But further "... to thia 
point, appears to me to involve an entire misapprehension of the question at 
issue between Mr. Carter and myself. That question is not whether or no 
Our Lord's Incarnation, His obedience in life. His lifelong suffering, can 
in any sense of the words be called a meritorious sacrifice. Nor again is 
the question this, whether Our Lord's Presentation of Himself in the 
Flesh before the Father, in Heaven, can in any sense be called a pro- 
pitiatory offering. These are questions with which, for the purposes of 
this argument, I am in no wise concerned. The question is, whether 
such a Presentation of Himself in Heaven, can, consistently with the 
Scriptural usage of terms, be spoken of as " Christ our Great High Priest 
'q^ert'n^ JlitMelf* before the Father."— W. B. M.] 
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sacrifice continually , in that our Redeemer oflFers a 
holocaust for us without ceasing. Who, without in- 
termission, exhibits to the Father His Incarnation on 
our behalf. For the very Incarnation is itself the offer- 
ing for our purification ; and, while He shows Himself 
as Man, He is the Intercession that washes out man^s 
misdeeds, and in the mystery of His Humanity He 
offers a perpetual sacrifice, even because those things too 
are eternal which He purifies \ 

Again, he says (b. xxii. c. xvii.), " For the only be- 
gotten Son to intercede for man, is to show Himself 
Man in the presence of the Co-eternal Father : and for 
Him to have besought for human nature, is to have 
taken upon Him that same nature in the loftiness of 
the Divine Nature.^ ^' 

* [In this quotation there are two expressions, those of " our Redeemer 
'immolating'aHolocanstforus withoutceasing/'and*' in themystery of His 
Humanity * immolating' a perpetual sacrifice," in using which St. Gregory 
departs, as do the authors of the Declaration, from the exact terminology 
of Holy Scripture. But, on the other hand, he is careful (which they 
were not) to explain his meaning, viz. that Our Lord " exhihits to the 
Father His Incarnation onour hehalf :'* that He "shows Himself as Man.'' 
If the authors of the Declaration will accept this interpretation of the 
"offering of Himself" now made hy Our Lord in Heaven, no English 
Churchman, I should think, will find fault with their Doctrine, however 
unsuitahle he may consider their expression. If, on the other hand, 
they will not accept St. Gregory's interpretation as expressing their own 
meaning, the quotation does hut furnish an additional proof of that 
ambiguity of language of which I complain. — W. B. M.] 

' [Upon this quotation I make no comment, as I cannot see how it 
bears in any way upon the question at issue. I may add, however, that, 
upon a question which turns, as does this now in discussion, upon the 
exact meaning of the original text of Holy Scripture, Mr. Carter could 
hardly have appealed to a less competent witness than St. Gregory the 
Great ; for that good Bishop was utterly ignorant of Greek. Finding him- 
self accused, on one occasion, as the author of certain heretical ds^<L^Q:Bss3o^^ 
which were in Greek, he writes to t\ie"B\a\iO^ o^'l\ics^si^wi^a'^«s^^ 
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The course of our discussion has not led us to dwell 
on the Institution of the Eucharist, otherwise every 
argument which seems to prove that a real offering of 
Christ was a part of that great mystery, seems also to 
prove the probability, or at least the possibility, of the 
continued offering now made in Heaven. 

Trusting that this important question has now been 
sufficiently sifted, and that it may please God to guide 
us aright where there may have been any error. 

I am. 
Ever affectionately yours, 

T. T. Carter. 



at once a conclusive answer to the charge, by saying, that he was 
ignorant of the language, and had never written any thing in Chreeh 
in his life, — " Neque Orcecas liter as novimus, neque aliquod opus 
Greece aliquando conscripsimus" This, in the mout^ of so good a man. 
Bishop of the Patriarchal See of Rome, reminds one of St. Jerome's 
sorrowful exclamation, " Where now are they who say, that innocence 
of life, without knowledge, sufficeth for a Bishop?" — Ubi sunt qui 
dicunt sufflcere Sacerdoti ut sit innocens ? [The Letter of St. Gregory, 
quoted above, is given by his biographer, Joannes Diaconus, lib. iv. 
cap. 81. D. Gregorii 0pp. edit. Benedict. Tom. iv. p. 175, W. B. M.] 



LETTER Yll. 

Rev. W. B. Marriott to Rev. T. T. Carter. 

CoBFE Castle, Wabeham, 
August VJth, 1868. 

My dear Friend, 

It is not often that a correspondence such as 
ours, upon controverted points of theology, brings those 
actually engaged in it nearer to an agreement than 
before ; but I rejoice to see that ours will be an exception 
to the prevailing rule. 

We are more nearly in accord, in the first place, as to 
language. For it is clear, that if, by the renewing of 
Our Lord^s act of ofiering Himself, any should under- 
stand His repetition of that act, you would condemn 
such an interpretation as unreservedly as I could wish. 
You say, indeed, that the word renew does not necessarily 
imply repetition ; and this with truth ; because in some 
contexts such an idea is excluded, — as when we speak 
of one renewing his strength, or (with St. Paul) of the 
/^ inward man being renewed day by day.^^ But when, 
as in speaking of Our Lord offering Himself, it is of an 
action that we speak as bemg Teue^Ded^*Osl^\^.^^<^'a^^a^'^ 
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is at once suggested by the word, as I am sure you will 
yourself admit. If I were to speak of a Levitical Priest 
offering a Sacrifice on the first day of the Paschal 
Week, and renewing his offering throughout the six 
days following, no one would doubt for a moment that 
by this ^^ renewed " offering, I meant an offering " re- 
peated.^' Thus far, then, we are agreed. 

Nor, I am glad to say, is this all. On a further 
and more important point, the fuller explanations given 
in your last Letter show that the doctrine, which you 
yourself intended to express in your Declaration, is one 
in which we can heartily concur. That doctrine, as now 
finally stated, is this : — That ^^ Our Lord now, does not 
merely plead His Sacrifice on the Cross as a simply historic 
fact ^y but presents Himself still as the Sacrifice, on whose 
merits all pleadings, whether of Himself, or of others iii 
Him, depend.^' And you add, ^^The only important 
point to bear in mind is, that the meritoriousness of this 
Sacrifice, the ground of its acceptance, consists in its 
consummation in suffering which is past.'' And, again, 
that *^^No fresh meritoriousness is supposed to be ac- 
ijuired, equally as no fresh act of sacrifice is supposed io 
he made ^ . Only the Sacrifice once made is unceasingly 
presented in the accomplished fulness of its meritorious 
power evermore inherent in His Person." All this is 
language to which I for one should never think of 
taking exception. I shall heartily rejoice, if it shall 
appear that this is the view which the other signers of 
the Declaration maintain, — that this is the doctrine 

' The itaUcB are m\Tie. 
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which they, as well as yourself, intended to express by 
the terms of the proposition before us. 

With so much of agreement, there remains one point 
on which I fear we must be " content to differ.^' You 
still think (so I infer) that the doctrine I have above 
quoted is fitly expressed by the Formula, — that ^^ Christ, 
our Great High Priesty doth now in Heaven ever offer 
Himself before the Eternal Father" To me, on the 
contrary (and, I know, to many others also), this phrase 
appears open to grave objection, as upon other grounds, 
already fully stated, so on this also, that it is calculated 
to produce misconception the most complete as to what 
your true meaning really was. Of this grave defect I 
cannot but think that our own correspondence has 
already given convincing proof. I myself, I am free 
to confess it, had entirely misunderstood that meaning, 
till, in your last letter, I read the explanation given above. 
But it is little to say of myself that I have misunder- 
stood it. For this, some will think, is but a proof of 
" invincible ignorance " on my part, or worse, of wilful 
misunderstanding. I will, therefore, appeal to yourself 
for a far more convincing proof of the obscurity and 
ambiguity of your original proposition (that of the De- 
claration). How, I will ask, could we, the uninitiated, 
be expected to interpret aright the true meaning of 
your Declaration, when you yourself give two inter- 
pretations of its meaning, which difier so widely as that 
of October last from that of July in the present year ? 

What this last explanation is, we have just seen (p. 72) . 
But in October last, when carefully restating, in answer 
to my strictures, what it was tliat m ^oxrt qt^xs^^^tcl ^<5j^- 
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stituted the question at issue between us^ you wrote as 
follows (p. 33) :— 

^^The present dispensation is manifestly that of a 
mediatorial kingdom, founded on a Sacrifice ever pleaded 
and applied. This, of course, would be granted in a 
certain sense by all. The question is, Whether there is 
not an ever-present reality ? — whether Our Lord, Our 
Sacrifice, is ever living before the Father in the state of 
One still continually presenting Himself in this light, 
under this view, and not merely ^pleading for us, but ever 
renewing His oblation of Himself, and on this ceaseless 
act of self devotion'^ (i.e. on this renewed oblation or 
offering), ^^ grounding His intercession for us ?'^ 

The words I have underlined do (or rather did), as 
you rightly stated, constitute the question at issue 
between us ; and I think I may appeal to your own 
judgment to say whether the two explanations I have 
quoted are not suggestive of two views of Our Lord^s 
Sacrifice as widely different as well can be. 

Why do I dwell upon these discrepancies ? Not, let 
me assure you, in order to secure a temporary advantage 
in argument over yourself, nor even mainly to justify 
my own mode (in Letter V.) of dealing with your argu- 
ments; but in order to show, in a manner the most 
convincing that I can, the misunderstandings which are 
sure to be the result, when technical phrases of Holy 
Scripture, precise, definite, and of absolutely unvary- 
ing meaning, are ambiguously employed, as in your 
Declaration they are. 

And if, in these last words, I seem to assume one 
of the very points still at issue between us, I do so for 
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this reason, that you have, throughout your discussion 
of this part of the subject, misapprehended the real point 
^f my argument {my fault, possibly, for not stating it 
more clearly), and in consequence have left it absolutely 
unassailed. For you will remember that I have, from 
the first, always distinguished between terms of Offering 
as %nchy and taken absolutely (such terms being then 
really ambiguous, and varying in meaning according to 
context) , and the compound phrase of Christ *^ offering 
Himself »^ This last phrase I showed (by quotation of 
every passage in which it occurs) to be a technical 
phrase of Scripture, of unvarying meaning, having re- 
ference to the Sacrificial offering made by Our Lord 
upon the Cross. But you, in all you advance in reply to 
my arguments based upon this fact, break up this com- 
pound expression into its component parts, and argue 
from the ambiguous use of the word to ^^ offer,^^ taken 
by itself; and so, through the ^^ fallacy of a divided 
middle term,^^ you arrive at the conclusion which you 
wish to reach. Sad you been able to quote one single 
instance, in all Scripture^ of the phrase of Christ '^ offering 
Himself," employed in the sense required for your De- 
claration, you would, of course, have done so long ago, and 
my argument would have been at once upset. 

But while we linger upon these controverted matters 
arising out of your first Proposition, we are kept from 
questions of greater interest and importance, which yet 
lie before us. I will, therefore, not here enter upon 
certain arguments brought forward in your last Letter, 
to which some reply on my part might seem to be due. 
A few brief notes, in the way o? GOTcarifcTAi^ ^"t. ^\ <e^:?^- 
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nation^ appended to your last Letter when printed, will 
enable me to say all that is absolutely necessary as to 
these. I make one exception only, — that of the dis- 
tinction between a " perpetuated/^ and a " renewed ^^ or 
^^ repeated ^^ offering. As this is a question of real 
importance to our whole inquiry, and involves matter 
of considerable interest to critical readers, I propose to. 
treat it separately in an Appendix. 

And now we may pass on to the second branch of 
our subject, that of the Offering or Oblation made on 
Earth. 



TAe Offering or Oblation made on Earth, 

The first proposition, relating to the Offering in 
Heaven, has been discussed and explained. That with 
which now we are concerned is this, — that in the Holy 
Eucharist the Priest " offers '' the Body and the Blood of 
Christ '. 

Now, in reference to this proposition also, utterly 
strange though it be to the language of Scripture, and 
of our own formularies, yet I can well believe that the 
doctrine, which, under this Formula, you intended to 
set forth, is one which, if adequately expressed, and 
fully explained, would be found such as all good Chris- 
tian people could assent to. But of this present pro- 
position, as of that first already commented on, I feel 
bound to say also, that its terms, as they stand, appear 
to many to be suggestive of a doctrine, which is neither 

^ See the entire paragraph quoted at p. 3. 
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« 

Scriptural, nor Primitive, nor Anglican, — of a doctrine 
condemned in the strongest terms by the English 
Church, and by those among her representative Divines 
of past times, for whom you yourself have the greatest 
respect. 

In justification of this last assertion I will refer you 
to an authority, which will, with good reason, have far 
more weight with you than any mere opinion of mine. 
I will quote one rightly honoured for his great learning. 
Scriptural and Patristic, by all English Theologians, 
— one, too, of whose Patristic knowledge (here more 
particularly pertinent to the question in hand) you 
yourself have so high an opinion, that in a former 
treatise of yours you state, that it is more satisfactory to 
you to quote his opinion of what the Primitive Fathers 
taught, than to allege original passages from the Fathers 
themselves '. The writer of whom I speak is Joseph 
Mede, the Author of " The Christian Sacrifice,^^ who has 
devoted, as you well know, a long and elaborate treatise 
to this very subject of Sacrificial Offering, with which 
we ourselves are occupied. 

This, then, is what he states * as the result of his 

• Writing at a distance from my own books, and from memory only, 
I did not give Mr. Carter's exact words, which are these, — "It is 
simpler, and to an £nglisli Clmrchnian will be more conclusive, instead 
of making an independent inquiry into the doctrine of the early Church, 
to accept the conclusions of an English Divine, who, in regard to this 
view of the subject " (the Sacrificial aspect of the Holy Eucharist) ** more 
fully than any other writer has recorded the result of his researches into 
the records of antiquity. Mede, who is here alluded to, in his 'Christian 
Sacritice,' thus states his own conclusion:" &c. "The Doctrine of 
the Priesthood," by T. T. Carter, M.A. London, 1857, p. 65. 

* " The Christian Sacrifice," p. 374. I quote from the folio edition 
of Mede'a Works. London, 1677. 
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inquiry. He is speaking of the OflPering or Oblation 
of Bread and Wine, which, in the Primitive Church, as 
in our own now, was made before their Sacramental 
Consecration. And he says, "J» the Canon of the Roman 
Church, though the Rite " [i. e. the formal Oblation of 
the Bread and Wine] ^^ be not used, yet the words remain 
still: as when the Priest, long before the Consecration of 
the Body and Blood of Christ, says^ " Te, clementissime 
Pater, per Jesum Christum, Filium Tuum, Dominum 
Nostrum, supplices rogamus, ut accepta habeas et 
benedicas hsec dona, hsec munera,^' and other like 
passages, which now they wrest to a new-found Oblation 
of the Body and Blood of Christ, which the ancient Church 
knew not of 

This "new-found Oblation," you observe, "which 
the aficient Church knew not of/^ is precisely the Obla- 
tion which you categorically assert in your Declara- 
tion. 

Again, at p. 375, he speaks of " the Churches of the 
West, of the Roman Communion, who, as in other things, 
they have depraved this mystery, and swerved from the 
primitive pattern thereof, so have they for many years 
disused this Oblation of Bread and Wine, and brought in 
in lieu thereof a real and hypostatic Oblation of Christ 
Himself This blasphemous oblation^ we have taken 

* The marks of emphasis are Mede's. He uses a strong term (following 
therein our 31st Ai'ticle), referring doubtless to the repeated assertions 
in Holy Scripture of the unity of the Offering of Christ, never to bo 
repeated even by Himself; and feeling, as well he might, that such a 
doctrine, as that which he condemns, is derogatory in the highest degree 
to the glory of our Blessed Lord, and to the transcendent mystery of 
Hj8 One SacriSce, once offered, and once for all. 
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awayy and justly y hut not reduced^' (brought back) "agavm 
that express and formal use of the other ^ 

Now this oblation of Christ Himself is not in express 
words asserted in your Declaration^ but^ on your ownprvn,^ 
cipleSy this Oblation follows from the doctrine which you 
do assert. For above (p. 14) , in speaking of the OflPer- 
ing made in Heaven^ you say, ^^ To offer Chrisfs Blood 
is one and the same thing as offering Christ Himself'^ 
{a fortiori, therefore, the oflPering both of His Body and 
Blood) ; and others ®, whose authority you would most 
respect, have distinctly pointed out this necessary con- 
nexion of the two propositions. 

And I must add, that the force of this inference is 
not weakened by your adding the words, " Sacramentally 
Present /^ for with you certainly, and, I believe, with 
all who have signed your Declaration, Sacramental Pre- 
sence is defined as a real objective Presence, — a Presence 
in the hand of the Priest, on the Altar, in the Bread and 
Wine. 

I will make yet one more quotation from the same 
author, — one which will set before our readers, as plainly 
as any thing could do, the diametrical contradiction 
between the terms of your Declaration, and the con- 
clusions formally enunciated on the same subject by our 
older English Divines. 

^^ The end,^^ says Mede, " of all this discourse of offer- 
ings hath been, to help myself and others to understand 

• Bishop of Brechin, ** Theological Defence, &c.," p. 18. ** Our Lord's 
Body and Blood, and thereforCy by virtue of the hypostatic union, our 
Lord Simself. . . ." And so the Bishop of Salisbury. (Charge, 1867, 
p.' 50), " Chrisfs precious Body and Blood, and «o, 6tj mvtufe oj Wwe 
hypostatic union, Christ Himself. . . .*' 

G 2. 
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tEe Fathers rightly^ and to know the difference of the 
Romish Mass from the ancient Terumah " (Heave-Offer- 
ing) ^^ of Thanksgiving and Prayer^ which I will briefly 
point at, and so make an end. 

^'1. This offering of the Fathers was before the 
Consecration, the Mass is after. 

'' 2. This was of bare naked ' Bread and Wine, the 
Mass of the Body and Blood of Christ. 

'' 3. This was an Heave-Offering of Praise and Prayer ; 
the Mass is an Offering of Expiation, and a price of 
redemption for the quick and dead. 

^' 4. This was an act of all the faithful, but the Mass 
of the Priest alone.^' 

Why do I quote this language, thus pointed in its 
condemnation of the terms of your Declaration? Not, 
let me again assure you, as thinking that the doctrine 
you yourself hold, would, if clearly and fully stated, be 
found identical with that which Joseph Mede, your own 
chosen witness, here so severely condemns ; but in order 
to show how completely, in its terms, your Declaration 
has assumed a form, which, in the judgment of one whose 
theological learning you most respect, is not primitive, 
but mediaeval only ; not Catholic, but B/Oman Catholic. 
I quote it also on my own behalf, and in self-justifica- 
tion. An English Churchman of the present day may 
well be pardoned, if he takes exception, as I now do, to 
the language of your Declaration, when your own great 
Patristic authority, the Author of ^^The Christian Sacri- 

7 Destitute (Mede means) as yet of that spiritual Grace and Yirtne 
with which, after Consecration, by the operation ot the Holy Spirit, they 
trere to be endowed. 
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fice/^ condemns it thus unequivocally as a merely Roman 
perversion of the truth, unknown to the Primitive Church. 
K, in reply to what I have quoted, you say (what 
with perfect truth you may say), that this after all is 
but the opinion of Joseph Mede; and that, learned 
though he be, homo est, he is but a man, and liable to 
error, — if you say further, that the question is one to be 
determined, not by mere assertion either on one side or 
on the other, but by allegation of evidence from Holy 
Scripture itself, and from monuments of Christian anti- 
equity, — ^to all this I heartily assent ; and I invite you 
to state the grounds, whether Scriptural, Patristic, or 
Liturgical, which have led you thus categorically to 
assert, what Joseph Mede, your chosen witness, con- 
demns, no less categorically, as contrary to the truth of 
God, and to the belief of the Primitive Church. 

Believe me, my dear Friend, 

Ever affectionately yours, 

Wharton B. Marriott. 



P.S. If, in referring to particular questions of criti- 
cism (such as those upon the meaning of iroiuv, of 
avd/jbi/rja-iffy of KaTayyiWo), and the like), you find it 
convenient, for saving of unnecessary repetition, to refer 
me to previous publications, whether your own, or those 
of others, as embodying your present opinions, I hope 
you will not hesitate to do so. In referring to, or quoting, 
either Fathers or Liturgies, I would propose that we 
should always give full references, not only to chapters 
and other such divisions, but to t\i^ 9^^\QtLSx<^"H^^^i^^^5^ 
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we quote. This will save much trouble both to our- 
selves and to our readers. I would further suggest 
that we should always give the original text of such 
passages (at least of the more important portions of 
them)^ as well as an English translation. 

W. B. M. 



LETTER VIII. 



Rev. T. T. Caetbr to Rev. W. B. Marriott. 



Clewes Bectobt, 
October, 1868. 



My dear Friend, 



Unavoidable hindrances have prevented my 
writing sooner. I cordially welcome your expression of 
trust, that our correspondence may lead to an agreement 
on this most important point of doctrine. K such 
agreement can be secured by my assuring you that by 
the term ^^ renewal '^ I did not mean "repetition/^ I 
most gladly give it. I had no such idea "in my mind. 
It is the perpetuation of Our Lord's offering of Himself 
as the One availing Sacrifice, not a constant recommence- 
ment or repetition of the act of Sacrifice from time to 
time, that I would uphold. In using the term " re- 
newal,'' I meant only to bring out the ceaseless and ever 
freshly out-flowing virtue and power of the Sacrifice, as 
though it were ever new, as Keble uses this term in 
speaking of the love of God — 

" New every morning is the love 
Our waking and. \rgit\&\xig ^^xot^^ \* 
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i. e. a love changeless and continuous, but in its eflTects 
ever as fresh as in its first out-flowings. 

But while you express your hope of our agreement in 
doctrine, you still object to the phrase employed by us 
in the Declaration. I cannot reconcile your objection 
with an acceptance of the doctrine. You object because 
the term, " offers Himself/' is not, as you show, applied 
to Our Lord in the Scripture in connexion with the 
Offering made in Heaven. You urge that the term 
occurs only in reference to the Sacrifice of the Cross, 
asserting that it is a ^^ technical phrase,^' and therefore 
inapplicable to any other idea of offering. 

I cannot accept this intei'pretation of St. Paul's lan- 
guage. In the passages you allude to, the Apostle is 
evidently arguing with Jewish opponents who upheld 
the validity of the Levitical Sacrifices. St. Paul had to 
prove that the Sacrifice of the Cross had superseded the 
Levitical system, and that, its virtues being inexhaustible 
and eternal, though only " once '' offered, there needed no 
repetition as in the case of the mere typical sacrifices. 
His argument necessarily confined itself to the Sacrifice 
of the Cross ; only in this connexion, therefore, was the 
phrase used \ But there is nothing in tl^e argument 
to exclude its application to another mode of offering. 
All that is excluded by the terms of the argument is, that 
there could not be, as there needed not to be, any further 
offering in death, or a bloody Sacrifice. The phrase is a 
simple assertion of a fact; the mode of its fulfilment 
must depend on the context. "Whether or no the same 
idea, under another view than that of suffering and 

^ [See note 8 on p. 67.— W. B. M.'i 



ARGUMENT FROM PSALM XL. 86 

death, can rightly be applied to Our Lord, must be 
dependent upon other considerations. It seems to me 
impossible to suppose, that so simple an expression may 
not be applied to any offering, equally as the one alluded 
to in those particular passages. 

Our purpose in the Declaration was simply to express 
the fact of Our Lord^s continued Offering in Heaven; and 
what other phrase could we have used without a circum- 
locution which must have perplexed our meaning ? 

The diflBculty of accepting what we desired to express, 
arises, as I believe, in great measure from the common 
habit of regarding Our Lord^s Sacrifice only in its con- 
nexion with His Sufferings and Death. His Death was, 
no doubt, the crowning act (so to speak), the completion 
of the Obedience, by which ^^ many are made righteous.^' 
But it is not suffering and death which is the fulfilment 
of the Father^s Will, " by which Will we are sanctified ^/* 
Rather it is Our Lord^s appearing as our Representative, 
bearing in His heart, and confessing for us, the burden of 
our sins, and offering His Righteousness, which He has 
perfected in our nature, and for us, in expiation of our 
unrighteousness. This constitutes the real life and 
acceptableness of His Sacrifice. And His fulfilment of 
the Will of the Father can be, and is, as truly accom- 
plished in His glorified Humanity, continuing to be 
an expiatory offering, though unaccompanied with the 

' [This nppears to me, I confess, in direct opposition to St. PauL For 
he, quoting precisely the same words as those alleged by Mr. Carter, says, 
" By the which Will we have been sanctified, tTirough the offering of the 
Body of Jesus Christ once for all" that offering being, as his words else- 
where prove, necessarily connected in St. Paul's mind with the idea of 
•uffering.— W. B. M.] 
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bitterness of death, which formed the special ground of 
atonement, by which the power of death was destroyed. 
There is no mention of death in that wonderful account 
which the Spirit of Prophecy gives (Ps. xl.) of the true 
expiation which was to supersede the Levitical system. 
'' Sacrifice and offering Thou wouldest not, but a Body 
hast Thou prepared me f or, as another version expresses 
it, " Mine ears hast Thou opened,'^ i.e. ^^ Thou hast made 
me obedient.^' " Then said I, Lo, I come to do Thy will, 
O God,'^ which St. Paul explains by adding, " He taketh 
away the first, that He may establish the second ^' (Heb. 
X. 9) . It is the Offering of the Humanity following out 
completely the desire of the Father, and then offering this 
perfect obedience for us, to which His Spirit bids us 
specially look, as the substitution for the Levitical system 
which was to be done away*. And therefore, although, in 
fulfilling this obedience, Our Lord must needs taste of 
death, yet the fact of His Offering being set before us, as 
not identified with or limited to the act of death, leads to 
the conclusion that the Offeripg might be continued after 
death. Holy Scripture surely thus regards the Sacrifice 
of our Lord, as in the cases to which I have already 
alluded, so in other passages. St. John, e. g. regards 
Our Lord still as offering for us, when he says of Him, 
^^ He is the Propitiation for our sins, and not for our^s 
only, but also for the sins of the whole world ^' (1 Ep. ii. 
2). The present tense — " is the propitiation,^^ — implies 



s [What St. Paul points to as the real fulfilment of the words of the 
Psalm is sufficiently indicated by the words quoted in the last note. See 
^2ie entire passage quoted, and commented on, pp. 27 and 28 of this 
correBpondence, — W, B, M.] 
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that He is still to be viewed at the present time^ as a 
Victim *. The language of the Apostle accords with the 
prayer of the Church; ^^Thou that takest^ (not hast 
taken) away the sins of the world/' The propitiatory act 
which necessarily implies OflPering, is viewed as a present 
act. How^ indeed^ can Our Lord's intercession itself 
be otherwise regarded than as implying an Oblation of 
Himself^ if its real virtue and inner power be considered? 
For His intercession cannot be viewed as mere prayer ; 
but as a pleading of all that He is^ and has done^ to 
accomplish what He supplicates — ^the presenting all to the 
Father, and so satisfying the demands of the Father's 
Heart, and of the broken Law, by offering that which 
the Father desired; and what is that but " offering Him- 
self." There is, indeed, no longer bloodshed, no longer 
suffering, but there are all the treasures of expiation 
purchased by that death and those sufferings, still living 
in the Offering of the same Body of Jesus Christ, thus 
filled with the past as with ever present powers of ex- 
piation and atonement. 

^ [For an answer to this see above, p. 9, 1. 7 j **And there Se Who 
was once offered," &c. And for a marked distinction drawn, as in that 
passage, between iKatrr'fipioy and i\a<rfi6s, see Origen, Comment, in Joan. 
£vang. p. 36. (Bothomag. fol. 1668). *l\axrr4ipiov means literally *'a 
thing to serve for propitiation." Hence its two prevailing significations, 
viz. a. " The Mercy-Seat," as often in LXX. ; jS. ** a propitiatory offering," 
as in Bom. iil. 25, and often in LXX. Compare xaf>«'"r^f><oy, a thank- 
offering; <ron"fipiov, an offering ''pro salute impetrata," a ''peace- 
offering." See Fritsche in Ep. ad Rom. iii. 25. And for the distinc- 
tive meaning of verbals in -fiSs, such as l\curfi6s, see "Eireniea," 
Appendix E, referring particularly to Note 12, p. 193. — W. B. M.] 

* [6 aKpav K.T.A. As to the connotation of Present Participles con- 
structed with the Article, see Appendix D, in which this Verse is speciallY 
noticed. — W. B. M.] 
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You further enter into the question of the Eucharistic 
Sacrifice, and quote Mede as against the statement of 
the Declaration. We are thus embarked on another 
wide range of discussion, which, to be adequately treated, 
would require much longer space than this correspon- 
dence allows. I can therefore only oflFer a few obser- 
vations to indicate the line of reasoning, to which I 
should trust in such an inquiry. 

In quoting Joseph Mede, you urge as an argument 
turn ad hominem, that because on a former occasion I 
adduced his authority for the fact of an offering in the 
Holy Eucharist, I am therefore bound® by his view of the 
nature of that oflPering. 

I do not all agree to this reasoning. Mede was 
strongly impressed with the belief of a sacrificial oflFering 
being made in the Holy Eucharist, an ofiering too, as he 
shows, having a real virtue ; and his evidence on this 
point I felt to be specially valuable. But at the same 
time I felt as strongly, that Mede^s view of its nature 
was inadequate. He held that there was nothing more 
than an oblation of bread and wine. 

That this is an inadequate view, appears to me evident 
from the very nature of the institution. Catholic usage 
has always recognized two offerings in the Holy Eucha- 
rist ; and all the Liturgies have provided for the two, 
one before, the other after the Consecration. Our own 
Office preserves the distinction, though unhappily on 

[• I cannot admit this to be at all a correct representation of my 

reference to Joseph Mede. See the passage to which Mr. Carter refers, 

supra, p. 77» and compare what I added later in the same letter (p. 81), 

In ibe paragraph beginning " If, in reply to what I have quoted, . . . •" 

^W. B.M.J 
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this point there has been a deviation from ancient use 
in the arrangement of the ritual order^ owing to a strong 
ultra-Protestant pressure at the Reformation. 

The first offering is made when the bread and wine 
are set on the Holy Table, — ^the other is referred to in 
the Post- Communion Prayer : " We entirely desire Thy 
Fatherly goodness mercifully to accept this our sacrifice 
of praise and thanksgiving^^ (^^ sacrificium Eucharisti- 
cum^^), which expression, though often supposed to 
mean nothing more than mere prayer and thanksgiving, 
may, as I believe, be shown to have ordinarily been un- 
derstood to express a real substantial act, as the ground 
of praise and thanksgiving. In all the early Litur- 
gies, as in our own First Prayer Book of Edward, it 
stood immediately after the Prayer of Consecration. 
Its removal from this place was intended probably to 
do away with the close connexion of these words with 
the consecrated Elements. But we are not bound by 
the intentions of those who thus violated the universal 
custom of the Church ; nor do we receive our Liturgy 
as interpreted by the changes which they introduced ; 
but the ancient traditionary language of the Church 
remains, though displaced, and so the act of OflPering, 
and prayer for its acceptance, still remain, though with 
less of prominence, and consequently less of distinctness 
and force of application. This second oblation cannot be 
satisfied by Mede^s view. For how can this be a mere 
repetition of the former oblation ? 

The grace of consecration has passed upon the Ele- 
ments, and they are therefore no longer mere bread and 
wine. If the consecration has hakd t\\^ ^^<iVi\i^^^^^^i^^^>a.R. 
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Catholic Church has ever believed, of bringing about 
the Real Presence of Our Lord^s Blessed Body and Blood, 
what is oflPered is not mere bread and wine, but, under 
and through them, that most Sacred Presence. I do not 
see how any one can escape this conclusion, if only the 
fact of the Real Presence in sacramental union with the 
Elements, as the result of consecration, be believed. 
I am arguing only on that assumption. The whole 
idea and meaning of the second Oblation rests on the 
fact of such a Presence, for It did not exist in relation 
to the Elements before consecration, and therefore could 
not constitute the first oblation. To offer the mere 
Elements at this point of the Service, would be altoge- 
ther at variance with the truth of the consecration. It 
would be meaningless without some addition, in conse- 
quence of which this second oblation is made. And 
what addition can this be, but the heavenly Reality, 
the Res sacramentiy which is become the object of the 
Oflfering, as it is of the Communion ? 

No doubt the introduction of the special Roman view 
of the Real Presence, as it caused a violent reaction 
against the truth of the Presence itself, so also against 
the idea of any Sacrifice in the high sense here dwelt on. 
It was a consequence of this reaction, that the doctrine 
of the Sacrifice has been obscured in our Prayer Book ; 
and the same influence has acted very extensively on 
our post-Reformation Divines. Our later Theology has 
been greatly influenced by this reactionary movement. 
And I venture to think that on this account the majority 
at least of our Divines are defective in reference to this 
question of the Eucharistic Sacrifice. 
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The Roman view has been the stumbling-block. It 
may seem^ on a superficial view, to be only a finely 
drawn distinction; but the difference is very real and 
important between what our Reformers of the High 
Church party, on the one side, and the Roman advocates 
of the day, on the other, respectively taught. There 
was a popular belief at the time, that the propitiatory 
virtue of the Oblation depended on the Priestly act, 
and not on its relation to the Sacrifice of the Cross. It 
was viewed in some way independently of the Sacrifice 
of the Cross for its meritorious virtue, or as adding to 
it ; and on this question the discussion then turned. 

This is evident from the reading of the Article. You 
quote as against me the words which forbid us to say 
that we ^' offer Christ for the quick and dead to have 
remission of pain and guilt.'^ 

But what is meant by these terms, must be learnt 
from the positive proposition in the preceding part of 
the Article, which affirms the truth that the Reformers 
decided to establish. And this in no way clashes with 
the view which I would uphold, but only with that 
which, as I have shown, the Reformers had to deal with, 
as the popular Roman theory. The Article says, ^^ The 
Offering of Christ once made is that perfect redemption, 
justification, and satisfaction for all the sins of the whole 
world ; and there is none other satisfaction for sin, but 
that alone " (Art. XXXI.) . It is, therefore, some doc- 
trine at variance with the all-sufficiency and completion 
of the Sacrifice of the Cross, which is condemned in what 
follows in the Article. While applying it to the exclu- 
sion of any doctrine which in aivy '^^'^ ^QVi»^Kw>*^'s» *^^ 
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full power and merits of the satisfaction of the Cross, 
there is no warrant for pleading it against the idea of 
an Offering which hut implies and perpetuates that 
Sacrifice. Against an Offering of the One perfect Sacri- 
fice, which is supposed to need only to he re?-presented as 
a prolongation of that Offering, though under different 
circumstances, and in a new sphere of life — which is the 
Sacramental Offering contemplated in our Declaration — 
the Article says nothing. 

I have ventured to dispute Mede^s view, and also to 
question the general accuracy of statement of this doc- 
trine by many of our Divines ; but there are not want- 
ing those who uphold and confirm what I believe to be 
the real belief of the Church. Thus, Field says, — 

" A man may be said to offer any thing unto God, in that he 

hringeth it into His presence, setteth it before His eyes 7 to 

incline Him to do something by thought of it, and respect had unto 
it. In this sorts Christ offereth Himself and His Body, once 
crucified, daily in Heaven for us ; not in the nature of a sacrifice, 
for He died unto sin once ; . . . . but in that He setteth it before 
the eyes of His Father, representing it unto Him, and so offering 
it to His view, to obtain grace and mercy for us. And in this sort 
we offer Him daily on the Altar, in that, commemorating the Death, 
and verily representing His bitter Passion ®, we offer Him that was 

[J The words omitted are " and offereth it to his view." I notice this, 
because they help to determine the kind of ** offering '* of which the 
author is speaking. — W. B. M.] 

[s This sentence in the edition before me [3rd Edition, fol. Oxford, 
1635] stands as follows : " In this sort Christ offereth himselfe, and his 
body once crucified, daily in heaven, and so intercedetb for us ; not as 
giving it in the nature of a gift, or present, for be gave himself unto 
God once, tabe holy unto him for ever; nor in the nature of a sacrifice, for 
hee died once for sinne, and rose againe never to die any more ; but in that 
he setteth it before the eyes of God his Father, representing it unto him, 
and so offering it to his view, to obtain grace and mercie for us." — W. B.M.J 

[** "His bitter passions endured in his body on the crosse ;" so edition 
of 1635 above quoted.'-W, B. M.] 
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once cradfied, and all His sufferings, to tlie view and gracious 
consideration of tlie Almighty, earnestly desiring and assuredly 
hoping that He will incline to pity us, and show mercy unto us." 
(Of the Church. Appendix to Book iii.) 

Then, again. Bishop Cosin : — 

" We do not hold the celebration to be so naked a commemora- 
tion of Christ's Body given to death, and of His Blood there shed 
for us, but that the same Body and Blood are present there in this 
commemoration (made by the Sacrament of Bread and Wine) to 
all that faithfully receive it. Nor do we say that it is so nude 
a sacrifice of praise and thanksgiving, but that by our prayers 
also added, we offer and present the death of Christ to God, that 
for His death's sake we may find mercy ; in which respect we deny 
not this commemorative Sacrifice to be propitiatory." (Notes on 
the Common Prayer, Oxford Edition, p. 336.) 

And so again Thomdike : — 

** I come now to the question of the Sacrifice ; for having shown 
the presence of the Body and Blood of Christ in the Eucharist, 
because it is appointed that in it the faithful may feed upon the 
Sacrifice of the Cross, we have already showed by the Scriptures, 
that it is the Sacrifice of Christ upon the Cross, in the same sense, 
and to the same effect, as it containeth the Body and Blood of 
Christ, which it representeth, that is, mystically, spiritually, and 
sacramentally (that is, as in and by a Sacrament) tendereth and 
exhibiteth. 

" For having maintained that the Elements are really changed 
from ordinary bread and wine into the Body and Blood of Christ 
mystically present, as in a Sacrament ; and that in virtue of the 
Consecration, not by the faith of him that receives ; I am to admit 
and maintain whatsoever appears duly consequent to this truth, 
namely, that the Elements, so consecrated, are truly the Sacrifice 
of Christ upon the Cross, inasmuch as the Body and Blood of 
Christ crucified are contained in them ; not as in a bare sign, but 
as in the mean by which God hath promised His Spirit ; but not 
properly the sacrifice of it upon the Cross, because that is a thing 
that consists in action, and motion, and succession — once done, can 

never be done again It is, therefore, enough that the 

Eucharist is the Sacrifice of Christ upon the Gtoaia, ^a ^Cs^fe'^'wst&ssA 
of Christ upon the Cross is Tepreaente^, xeixfirw^, x^rv??^, «si^ 

12L 
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restored by it ; and as every representation is said to be the thing 
it representeth, taking representing here, not for barely signify- 
ing, bat for tendering and exhibiting thereby that which it 
signifieth." (Epilogue, 1. iii. c. 5.) ^ 

I quote these passages, not as implying that the terms 
employed are necessarily in every ease the best that could 
be adopted, but only to show the existence, among lead- 
ing authorities in our Communion, of a belief in such 
an Oblation as we uphold, and which we affirm to be 
something far greater than what Mede allows, the 
point of difference being this very doctrine, that in 
Heaven, by Himself in His own Person, and on earth 
by His Priests, under the form of the Elements, or, in 
other words, sacramentally, there is an Offering of our 
Lord even now, to be continued through all time, till 
the perfect accomplishment of His atoning work in the 
redemption of the full number of the elect. 

Believe me, my dear friend. 

Ever very affectionately yours, 

T. T. Caeter. 

I [As to these quotations, see the note on p. 98 below.— >W. B. M.] 



LETTER IX. 

Rev. W. B. Mareiott to Rev. T. T. Carter. 

Eton, 
November hflS^. 

My dear Friend, 

The first reading of your letter, and my first 
thoughts of it, were in one respect a great disappoint- 
ment to me. Some of our critics, and among them 
those who have been most complimentary to our corre- 
spondence as a whole, have expressed a regret, in which I 
cordially concur, that your contributions to it, as far as 
the first few letters went, bore so small a proportion, in 
point of space, to the rest of the matter there published. 
No one, I assure you, can regret this more than I do. 
And when, at the close of my last letter, I opened up 
the second part of our inquiry, it was mainly for this 
reason that I abstained from advancing any arguments 
of my own. By pitting against you a far more worthy 
opponent than myself, in the person of so learned a Divine 
as Joseph Mede, I had hoped to have drawn from you, 
in some fulness of detail, a statement of the grounds, 
whether Scriptural, Liturgical, or Patristic, on which, 
with all your respect for his great learnings yovL \sa^ 
arrived at a conclusion diamettvesSly ^qtl^x^^Kv^^^^^^^^'^^' 
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I am therefore disappointed, I confess, to find, that in 
your first reply to my last letter, you are wholly silent 
as to any Scriptural evidence bearing upon this question, 
and, as regards Liturgies and Fathers, have confined 
yourself entirely to the assertiony that " Catholic usage 
has always recognized,'^ that ^^ all the Liturgies have 
provided for, two offerings-^ne before, the other after 
the Consecration/' But my disappointment would be 
far greater than it is, were it not for the hope, that you 
are but reserving to a subsequent letter the statement of 
the evidence. Liturgical and Patristic, upon which you 
base this assertion. 

But if, on one^ ground, I regret, that you have not as 
yet entered into any details of the evidence bearing 
upon this part of our subject, I am glad for other 
reasons that it is so. For as matters now stand, I can, 
without inconvenience either to ourselves or to our 
readers, add the four letters (including this of my own), 
which have last passed between us, to the five already 
published, and, in so doing, complete the first part of 
our inquiry-that which relates to the Offering of Him- 
self made by Our Blessed Lord. For as to the second 
branch of our subject— that which concerns the offering 
made by Christian Priests — we have neither of us done , 
more, as yet, than is sufficient to indicate the main 
outlines of the subject we are about now to discuss. 
The actual investigation of that subject may con- 
veniently be reserved for the series of letters next to 
follow these. 

In writing these last words, I am reminded of a 
proposition which I wish to make to yoxxj m\k «i. view 
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to the saving both of space anid time in what is yet 
before us of our correspondence, and yet giving to it 
even greater completeness than by the plan we have 
hitherto followed. 

I would propose, that, instead of writing consecutive 
letters, as we have done hitherto, we should in the first 
instance write simultaneously, each of us stating his 
own view of the question immediately under discussion, 
in such way, and from whatever point of view, he may 
think well. Then, that having done this, and exchanged 
our letters, we should confine ourselves each to one letter 
in the way of comment, or of reply to the arguments 
which may seem opposed to our own. I believe that, in 
this way, each distinct portion of our subject might be 
stated with all the fulness really required, in the com- 
pass of four letters, two from each of us. And if, even 
after this, some points of criticism or the like should still 
remain, which might appear to call for further eluci- 
dation, it may be open to either of us to add, in an 
Appendix, any such additional matter as the case may 
seem to require. 

Thus, with regard to the question upon which we are 
now about to enter, that of the offering made by Chris- 
tian Priests, the discussion naturally divides itself into 
two main portions, — the Teaching of Holy Scripture 
itself, and that of Liturgies and individual Fathers. 
We should, of course, begin with the consideration of 
what is taught concerning this in Holy Scripture. And 
my suggestion would be, that we should begin by each 
stating this from his own point of view, and then, after 
exchanging our letters, write eajcb. otL<& T£iQt^\&\Xs?t^^6^ss^ 
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simultaneously, in the way of reply. By adopting this 
plan, we shall, I feel assured, be able to say all that we 
have to say of real value to the elucidation of the ques- 
tion in hand ; and we shall avoid the danger of drifting 
off, from the main points at issue, into matters of minor 
detail arising out of our own letters, and not directly 
involving the question itself. 

I need not say that, while proposing this, I desire to 
be entirely guided by your own wishes in this matter. 
And if you think that the question before us can more 
Satisfactorily, and more exhaustively, be discussed upon 
the plan of successive letters, as before, I shall not for a 
moment press the alternative plan, of which I have 
spoken above. 

Believe me, my dear Friend, 

Ever yours affectionately, 

Wharton B. Marriott. 



Additumal Note, — I have thought it better not to enter, at this stage 
of our inquiry, upon any detailed examination of the passages from 
English Divines, quoted by Mr. Carter as approaching more or less 
closely to the language of the Declaration. To do so would be to reverse 
the order which should be followed in an inquiry such as that now 
before us. For the language of recent Divines (those of the last three 
or four centuries) is an ultimate result of the language of Holy Scripture^ 
plus the theological teaching of the first fourteen centuries of Christian 
History. To understand that later language aright, and to judge of its 
true worth (be it great or little), we must have clearly before us the 
language of Holy Scripture, and that of those chief Doctors of the 
Church, whether in early or mediaeval times, who have left their mark 
the most deeply upon the theological thought and language of Christen- 
dom. When, according to the measure of our ability, we shall have set 
these before us, then, but not till then, can we to much purpose allege the 
authority of more recent Divines. I myself quoted Mede, not in respect 
of his authority, regarded in itself (though, in common with Mr. Carter, 
I have the highest respect for hisleanimg),)o\x^ «a wva ^ "whom my 
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Correspondent had himself attributed the highest possible authority, 
saying, as he did, that it was more satisfactory to an English Church- 
man to accept his conclusions upon the question of the Eucharistic 
Sacrifice, than to make an independent inquiry into the records of 
antiquity. I do not now, after Mr. Carter's explanation {supra, p. 88), 
press these words as an ar^fumentum ad hominem. And my main 
reason for quoting Mede in the first instance was that which I have 
already stated in my reply to Mr. Carter (see p. 95.). 

As however, for whatever reason, one modem authority had been 
alleged on my side, Mr. Carter was naturally led to produce similar 
authorities on his. I wiU not now, for the reasons already stated, 
enter into any question about the real meaning of the language he has 
quoted. But I will add, without a word of comment, two additional 
passages from one of the writers appealed 1;o, the bearing of which, upon 
the question before us, the reader will readily appreciate. 

** No one is so blind as not to see the difference between a proper' 
offering, which was once performed by His [Christ's] Death on the 
Cross, and an improper offering, which is now made, either in heaven 
by that His appearance on our behalf, or here on earth, by prayer and 
representation, or attestation, or commemoration ; there being only the 
same common name for these, but a very wide difference in the things 
themselves." (The Italics are mine.) — Bp. Cosin, Notes on the Common 
Grayer, as quoted by Mr. Carter, * Doctrine of the Priesthood,' p. 68. 
[For the real history of the entire passage, the greater part of which was 
written by Calixtus, a Roman Catholic Divine, but with qualifying in- 
terpolations by Bp. Cosin, see note s, p. 350, of the edition in the Anglo- 
Catholic Library.] 

And yet again : — 

By His one oblation of Simself] ***For this He did once, when He 
offered up Himseltj' &c. Heb, vii. 27 ; x. 12. Qui una pro peecatis 
oblata victima, in perpetuum sedet ad dextram Dei, And therefore 
Christ can be no more offered, as the doctors and priests of the Roman 
party fancy Him to be, and vainly think that every time they say mass 
they offer up and sacrifice Christ anew, as properly and truly as He 
offered up Himself in His sacrifice upon the cross. And this is one of 
the points of doctrine, and the chief one whereof the popish mass con- 
sisteth, abrogated and reformed here by the Church of England, accord- 
ing to the express word of God." — Cosin's Works, Vol. V. p. 333. 
Library of Anglo-Catholic Theology, Oxford, 1855. 

W. B. M. 



APPENDIX A. 

The Grammatical Meaning of Hehrews viii. 3, and 
its Theological Interpretation, 

Rev. T. T. Caster to Eev. W. B. Mabsiott. 

CUBWEE ReCTOET, 

November 16, 1868. 
My dear Fsiend, 

I have not in our correspondence touched on points of 
verbal criticism. I have confined myself to general arguments 
drawn from Holy Scripture, according to the interpretation fixed 
on them, as I believe, by the traditionary teaching of the Church. 
I have done so, believing it to be the proper mode of ascertaining 
the truth. But the results of such criticism cannot fail to accord 
with conclusions drawn from such more general views, if correct. 
And before closing what I would urge in support of the Declaration, 
as to our Lord's offering in Heaven, I would add some remarks on 
the grammatical construction of one momentous text, already re- 
ferred to, — I mean Heb. viii. 3, " Wherefore it is of necessity that 
this man must have somewhat also to offer,'* — o6€v dvayKoiov ^xeiv 
Tt Koi TovTov h npo<r€V€yKrj. 

2. To see the force of this text, it must be viewed in connexion 
with the two preceding verses (1 and 2) ; and these again must be 
considered in their relation to the last three verses of chap. iv. 
(w. 14 — 16) ; for the beginning of chap. viii. is the summing up 
of the argument which commences with chap. iv. 14. 

3. In the former passage St. Paul had said, *' Seeing then that we 
have a great High Priest, that is passed into the Heavens, Jesus 
the Son of God, let us hold fast our profession. For we have not 
an High Priest Which cannot be touched with the feeling of our 
infirmities; but was in all points tempted like as we are, yet 
without sin. Let us therefore come boldly to the throne of grace, 
that we may obtain mercy, to find grace to help in time of need " 
(chap. iv. 14 — 16). The point prominently put forward is, " that 
we have an High Priest passed into the Heavens." The view of 
Hi's Presence as a Priest in Heaven, is impressed on us ; and on 
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that fact is grounded the call to approach the throne of grace, 
where He is present for us as a Priest. After this follows a digres- 
sion as to the appointment of the Priesthood, and the nature of 
the Melchisedechian, as contrasted with the Aaronic, Priesthood. 

4. The Apostle, then, summing up his argument, returns to the 
assertion at first made, as to the fact of our Lord's Presence in 
Heaven as a Priest ; this is done in chap. viii. 1, 2, " Now of the 
things which we have spoken this is the sum : We have such 
an High Priest, Who is set on the right hand of the throne of the 
Majesty in the Heavens ; a Minister of the Sanctuary, and of the 
true Tabernacle, which the Lord pitched, and not man." The 
principal verb in this passage is, " we have " (exofiep). The present 
and continuous, because ever present, existence of Our Lord's 
Priesthood in Heaven, is the main point affirmed ; and in assert- 
ing this, words are carefully used which denote active ministering ; 
for He is called " a Minister," Xeirovfyyos, — a word well known as 
expressing the public acts of a Priest. And lest it should be pos- 
sibly supposed, that this ministry is ascribed to Our Lord in re- 
ference to His Sacrifice on the Cross only, it is added, " Of the 
Sanctuary, of the true Tabernacle, which the Lord pitched, and not 
man," — ^words which can be applied only to the Heavenly Sanc- 
tuary, with its Heavenly Altar. Then follows the assertion of an 
acknowledged principle, " For every High Priest is ordained to 
offer gifts and sacrifices," — an assertion which could have no mean- 
ing here, unless it were intended to be the ground for some state- 
ment as to Our Lord's ministering in Heaven, which is the sphere 
contemplated. The Apostle, then, explains the purpose for which 
he had laid down the principle; "Wherefore it is of necessity 
that this man have somewhat also to offer." "Offer" where, if 
not in Heaven, with which scene of His ministry alone we are 
here concerned ? It seems impossible to suppose that the reference 
can be to an offering made and completed in the past, when the 
whole scope of the argument, and of the particular passage, bears 
on the present, and the continued action of Our Lord in the 
highest Heavens. 

5. Moreover, the tense employed is a remarkable one, the aorist. 
Although the aorist may denote an action in the past, completed 
and cut off from the present time (like the preterite in English "I 
did," as distinct from " I have done," the perfect), yet it also equally 
represents an action constantly being done, and liable or likely to be 
done, and so corresponds with our English, ^tesftixt ^& ^\srA., '^.%.\sv 
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proverbs. [In English proverbs we always use the present, where 
in Greek they used the aorist, — "Manners make the man."] 
Ilpoa-eveyKri, as an aorist, thus denotes unlimited time, including 
the present and future, as well as the past. The tense used there- 
fore implies a present and continued offering, yet links it on to an 
offering in the past,— that of the Cross. The argument is clear in 
this view. We have an High Priest, who took His seat (iKaOia-tv) 
once for ever. But what do we mean by a Priest, unless one who 
has something to offer P Therefore He must still have something 
to offer. 

6. It might have been expected that the present tense should have 
been used, Trpoa-cfjeprj ; and it would doubtless have been so, if an 
ordinary priest and priestly act were spoken of; as it is used, 
Heb. V. 1, where an abstract proposition is stated as to Priesthood 
in general. " Every High Priest taken from among men, is ordained 
for men in things pertaining to God, that he may offer (Trpoacjjeptj) 
gifts and sacrifices for sins." Why is not 7rpo(r(l>€pfi used in the 
passage we are considering, but that it is not an abstract proposi- 
tion which is being affirmed, nor a mere present act, but an act 
which, while living and going on in the present, has always a 
momentous reference to the past, and lives in the past equally as 
in the present ? The aorist, as irrespective of time, is employed 
because referring, not to a creature, the days of whose ministering 
are numbered, but to an eternal Person, who, having offered Him- 
self in time past in death, still lives with undying power to con- 
tinue His offering. 

7. We have before us, I conceive, if we look merely at the gram- 
matical construction of the passage, a scene of the utmost signifi- 
cance in a sphere where time is no more, or rather where all time 
lives in one enduring now, one ceaseless present. The Eternal 
Throne, the Heavenly Sanctuary, the Great High Priest, the per- 
petuated Offering, are represented to us. St. Paul does not add 
what offering : he leaves it for us to apprehend. But what can 
that offering be, if not His once sacrificed, though ever-living Man- 
hood P To separate His Manhood from Himself is Nestorianism. 
It is Himself, then, that He continually offers. And this is what, 
in harmony, I believe, with the Creed of the Universal Church, 
we affirmed in the Declaration. 

Believe me. 

Ever affectionately yours, 

T. T. Cabteb. 
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A Comment on the foregoing Letter {that in Appendix A), 

by the Editor \ 

§ 1. In the Letter from Mr. Carter, whicli forms the first in 
order of the Appendices to this volnine, there is so much that i^ 
interesting in thought and striking in expression, that I feel it 
an unwelcome task to point out defects in the induction from 
Scripture with which it begins (§§ 2, 3, 4), and to subject what 
follows (§§ 5, 6, 7) to the prosaic tests of grammatical and logical 
analysis. And yet I feel bound to do this, to the best of my ability, out 
of regard to the cause which I have to maintain. For these outward 
qualities, of which I speak, will be appreciated by every reader ; but 
there are comparatively few, who have given such attention to ques- 
tions of pure grammar, as would enable them to form a just estimate 
of the criticism appealed to by Mr. Cai-ter — ^few who will be at the 
pains to analyze the apparently syllogistic argument made use of in 
§ 7, and to form a deliberate judgment as to its logical force. 

§ 2. Before approaching the subject more closely, there is a 
preliminary objection, which it may be well for me to state, 
because in doing so I shall be able to confine the subjects for 
discussion within tolerably narrow limits. Mr. Carter's Letter, 
I cannot help saying, ought to be now a year old, and even more. 
Instead of bearing date as it does, Nov. 16, 1868, it should have 
come into existence in July, 1867 (see p. 11), when Mr. Carter 
sent a reply to the first Letter of this series. For in that first 
Letter (see pp. 4 — 7), I had called his special attention to the text 



^ In accordance with a wish expressed by Mr. Carter, this Appendix 
has been sent to him, that he may append to it any Notes that he may 
think necessary, a course which I have myself adopted in a former Letter 
of this Series (see p. 61). These Notes are enclosed within Brackets, and 
distinguished from those of the Editor b^ IiIt. C«Ls\«!^^\\^5C\^»ik&, 
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upon which he now comments, and had pointed out the particular 

shades of meaning indicated (as I deemed) bj the grammatical form 
of the words. 

Upon this grammatical question, Mr. Carter, in his reply, ad- 
vanced not one word of comment. But now, when our correspon- 
dence upon the first proposition of the Declaration has come to 
a conclusion — when we have, not without difficulty, and after 
eighteen months of correspondence, come at last to be whoUy at 
one as to the doctrine of that first proposition, as finatly 
explained, — now, when the only difference remaining is one as to 
the Scriptural meaning of a particular phrase, that of Christ 
" offering Himself " — this Letter virtually re-opens the whole ques- 
tion, virtually ignores (so it appears to me) the whole of our past 
correspondence, leaves untouched the only question which is really 
still at issue, and lands us once more exactly in the position, 
which we occupied eighteen months ago *. 

§ 3. But while making this preliminary protest, and declining, 
for the reasons now assigned, to regard the whole question originaUy 
mooted as one still unsettled, I am glad, on one account, that 
Mr. Carter should have thus summed up, in a final Letter, the 
grounds upon which he rests, as justifying the terms of the 
Declaration in the particular proposition which alone has been con- 
sidered hitherto. In this Letter he seeks support for that pro- 
position, on grounds of Scriptural exegesis (§§ 2, 3, 4), of gram-' 
matical criticism (§§ 5 and 6), and of syllogistic argument (§ 7). 
And if it shall appear, as I venture to think it will, that under 
no one of these heads will his arguments bear the test of close 
examination, our readers will probably join with me in the con- 
clusion, that it is through the inherent weakness of the cause 
he has to maintain, that Mr. Carter is unable to offer more con- 
vincing arguments in its support. 



[* The grammatical argument was added to my former Letters, in 
order to meet the objection urged against me, that I had avoided the 
grammatical inquiry. In adding it, I supposed that it was simply in 
accordance with the doctrinal arguments advanced, not a reopening 
of the question. I did not mean, as Mr. Marriott supposes, to rest my 
case on this grammatical exposition, but simply to show that a strict 
grammatical analysis, on which Mr. Marriott has laid, and justly, so 
much stress, is, at least in the instance adduced, in close and entire 
MrtnoDy with the general considerations wbicYi I \wA\»^ed,— T. T. C] 
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With thus much of preface, I proceed to consider the three 
connected arguments, hj which Mr. Carter seeks to establish the 
proposition now in question. 



I. Induction from Holy Scripture. 

§ 4. He takes as a basis, upon which to build up his own con- 
clusion, the words of St. Paul, in Heb. viii. 3: oBtv avayKcuov 
tx^uf Ti Koi TovTov t TTpoatveyK]^, And, first, he 'states, and that 
with perfect truth, that the words in question are to be viewed in 
connexion with the two preceding verses, and with the entire 
argument on the Priesthood of Our Blessed Lord, which com- 
mences at chap. iv. 14. 

§ 6. He goes on to argue very fully, and, as I for one think, very 
convincingly, that the offering of " somewhat," made by our Great 
High Priest, is an offering made in Heaven, The grammatical ^ 
meaning of the words, taken by themselves, does not, it is true, 
necessarily imply this. But I agree with Mr. Carter in thinking, 
that the general context of the present passage does so. And in a 
previous Letter (see p. 20, 1. 7) I have pointed out one special 
ground for so thinking, based on the analogy of a Levitical offer- 
ing* (that of the Blood sprinkled before the Mercy Seat), which 
St. Paul himself applies to Our Blessed Lord. 

§ 6. Agreed, then, upon these two points, I may add, I feel sure, 
yet two more, in which, as being simple matters of fact, Mr. Carter 
and I shall be at one. First, that the argument concerning Our 
Lord s Priesthood, which commences at chap. iv. 14, and is carried 
on, though with various digressions, to the commencement of 
chap, viii., is not there brought to an end, but is continued on 
through that and the two following chapters. And, secondly 
(and to this I invite the special attention of the reader), that, in 
the course of this connected argument, the inspired author uses 
again and again, with frequent insistence, and with the utmost 
emphasis of expression, that very phrase of Christ "offering 



• 2 <i Whence a necessity that this [Man] also have somewhat to offer." 
WTten to be offered, the words themselves do not determine. I should 
add that more than one of the Greek Fathers quoted later in this, and 
in the foUowing Appendix, evidently interpreted the expression 8AhA.svQi% 
at least a primary reference to the offeiing tasA^ otl^^^^^sra* 
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Simself" which furnishes the one matter (see ahove, p. 72) still 
under discussion between us. 

§ 7. Starting, then, from this common ground, either of agree- 
ment already expressed, or of simple matter of fact patent to every 
reader of Holy Scripture, it is scarcely necessary for me to point 
out, what would he the natural mode of determining the question 
at issue. Surely the first and most obvious step would be this — 
to observe carefully, and bring out with all the distinctness of 
statement possible, what it is which the Apostle teaches, when 
dwelling upon this very subject of Christ " offering Himself," which 
is the one question (and that only as a question of Scriptural 
terminology) that still remains at issue. 

§ 8. But does Mr. Carter take this course P Par from it. With 
all these passages before him, every one of them distinctly ad rem, 
and these too pressed upon his attention, as they had been, in a 
previous Letter (see pp. 22 — 31), Mr. Carter does not notice so 
much as one among them all. If our readers had only the Letter 
of my correspondent as their guide, they might have supposed, that, 
on the subject in dispute, — that of Christ " offering Himself," — St. 
Paul, in the passage to which Mr. Carter refers, had not said one 
single word. 

§ 9. How is it possible to account for an omission so extraor- 
dinary, and, I must add, so self-condemning P I venture to think 
the reason to be this — ^that Mr. Carter, in supporting the proposi- 
tion before him, is burdened with the weight of a Thesis which 
obliges him (unconsciously, I am sure) to shut his eyes to words 
of Scripture the plainest and the most emphatic possible. But 
as his desire, no less than mine, is, I well know, that the truth, 
and the whole truth, should be clearly set forth, I feel sure that 
he will not object to my supplying the omission, which he has 
unconsciously made. 

§ 10. First, then, for that portion of St. Paul's argument (in- 
tervening between chap. iv. 14 and chap, viii.) to which Mr. Carter 
more especially appeals. Let us hear in what terms St. Paul him- 
self treats of the question now in dispute. In chap. vii. 27 ", he 
writes as follows : — 

For such an Sigh Priest was verily suited to our needs, 



-* See the paaaage, and its context, fidly set out, at p. 22 of this 
volawe. 
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.... Who hath not necessity, as had the [Levitical] Sigh 
Priests, day hy day to offer up sacrifices, first for their own 
sins, and then for the sins of the people ; 

for this Se did once for all, for this Se did once for all, 
when Se offered tip Simself in His Saarifice of Simself, 
(So St. Paul.) and yet doth Se now ever offer 

Simself in Seaven, before the 
^Eternal Father, (So tlie 
Declaration.) 

The contrast of lan^age is, even here, somewhat remarkable, 
as I think Mr. Carter would admit. But eyen this is as nothing 
to what follows. 

§ 11. Let us hear the same Apostle yet again ; and while he is 

pursuing the same argument as that already referred to. In chap. 

ix. 24, these are his words (I purposely speak of the Apostle, 

but not forgetting Who it is, Who, through him, speaketh imto 

us) : — 
Not into a Sanctua/ry made with hands did Christ enter, 

a figure of the true, hut into Seaven itseff, now to appear 
in the presence of God on owr behalf: 

nor yet was this in order to and this was in order to Sis 
Sis often offering Simself, ever offering Simself, for it 
.... for then must Se have needeth not that in so offering 
often suffered, (So St. Paul.) Simself, Se should also suffer, 

(So the Declaration, as ex- 
plained by Mr. Carter.) 

§ 12. Yet once more. 

[Heb. ix. 27.] As it is appointed unto men once to die {dira( 
airoOavfiv) and after this judgment, 

even so Christ also, having once even so Christ also, having once 
been offered {dna^ Trpoa-evtX' been sa^crificed to bear a/voay 
Sets) to bear away the sins of the sins of many, is offered 
many, shall appear a second continually, both in Seaven, 
time, apart from sin, unto by Simself, and on earth by 
salvation, to them that expect' Christian JPriests" (So the 
antly await Sim," (So St. Declaration, explained as before. 
Paul.) See p. 94) 

§ 13. I think it can hardly be necessary for me to pursue these 
comparisons further. All that is needed to complete my argument 
on this head can be added in one word. Mr. Carter, though re- 
peatedly pressed to produce one single Yii<&\atiifi.« va. ^^-ro^^sssss.s^ 
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the phrase of Christ "offering Himself," used in the sense re* 
quired for his Declaration, has never yet even attempted to allege 
one*. 

II. Ghammatical Criticism, 

§ 14. With contrasts in language so ahsolute as those above 
noticed, it must he evident, I think, to any unprejudiced reader, 
that a more difficult task could hardly he conceived, than that of 
reconciling, on any received principles of grammatical or verbal 
interpretation, the language of the Declaration with that of Holy 
Scripture. And here again, therefore, I can say, as before, that in 
finding fault, as I am about to do, with Mr. Carter's criticism, I 
am not casting any reproach upon his skill in seeking out argu- 
ments in support of his position, but only showing the inherent 
weakness of the position, which, unfortunately, as I cannot but 
think, he has taken up. 

§ 15. What, then, is Mr. Carter's first canon of grammatical 

criticism ? "Although the Aorist" so he writes, " may denote an 
action in the pastf completed and cut off from the present time 

.... yet it also equally represents an action constantly being 

done, and liable or likely to be done, and so corresponds with our 

own English Present, as used, e. g. in proverbs,** What is to be said 

of a canon of interpretation such as this ? That it has the merit 

of being admirably suited to its purpose, every one will admit. 

If by any means whatever it can be proved consistent, with St. Paul, 

** earnestly to press the truth that Christwas but once offered," and 

yet, with the authors of the Declaration, to maintain that it is equally 

true that He is ever being offered, both in Heaven by Himself, 



[* In both the passages quoted, Mr. Marriott appears to me to over- 
look or ignore the distinction between the offering in actual sacrifice 
of blood and the subsequent offering of that which has been slain in 
sacrifice. I have in a former letter argued, that because St. Paul has 
used the term " offer Himself'' of the former act, it does not follow that 
it is not equally expressive of and applicable to the latter act, supposing 
that this latter mode of offering is true, which is proved, as I suppose, 
by other passages which have been adduced. The being " once for all ** 
offered on the Cross, does not exclude the subsequent *' offering '' under 
new conditions ; it only excludes the iteration or repetition of a similar 
offering, which is not affirmed. • A propitiatory presentation of the One 
Sacritice in Heaven is affirmed, not a TeyeWtioii q{ It.^-T. T. C.| 
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and on earth by Christian Priests, it must be through principles 
of interpretation such as Mr. Carter here adopts. Yet I ought to say 
more than this. It is but fair to allow, that any careful student 
of the Greek language will understand the point of view occupied 
by Mr. Carter in penning these words. I take it for granted that 
what he meant was such as this. " The Aorist, in the Indicative 
Mood, denotes an action in the past, regarded as complete, and as 
unconnected with present time. Yet there are also some excep- 
tional cases (as e. g. in some forms of proverbial expression) in 
which the Greeks used an Aorist, where in English, following a 
different idiom, we should prefer to use a Present, or even a 
Future. In Moods, other than the Indicative, there is no con- 
notation of time at all as past, present, or future, relatively to 
the speaker or toriter; but the Aorist is used by one who regards 
the act, of which he treats, as complete in itself; and who would 
speak of it without indication of those ideas of continuance^ 
or of repetition, which would be suggested by the substitution 
of a Present Tense for the more customary Aorist*.** K this, 
or words to this effect, be substituted for what Mr. Carter has 
written, the statement will be one to which, I venture to say, no 
careful scholar will take exception. But in becoming exact, it will 
cease to be convenient. For, as the reader will readily perceive, 
it points to a conclusion exactly the reverse of what Mr. Carter 
desires. Whether any exact scholar would endorse Mr. Carter's 
statement as it stands, I had rather leave it to others to say *. For 

* This whole subject is fiilly discussed in Appendix C below. 

[* A friend, whose name, both as a scholar and a theologian, wouldr' 
carry with it a deserved weight, on my showing him the passages 
objected to by Mr. Mamott, makes the following remarks with the 
accompanying references. The point urged by me, be it observed, is, 
that the Aorist implies indeiinitoDess as to time, and consequently is 
strictly applicable to an offering continued irrespectively of time. My 
friend, after saying that, according to Winer, the Aorist never in the N.T. 
has the sense of " what is wont to be done," goes on to say ; " There is a 
passage in Donaldson's Or. Grammar, § 427, to this effect, that ' if a 
continuance ever seems to be implied in the Aorist, as an historical tense, 
it is to be referred to somethiog consequent upon the action predicated 
by the Aorist, not to the action itself.' Further, the Aorist, says 
Donaldson, is sometimes employed 'in cases where the singleness of 
the act is alone regarded, and where the predicated time is, as the ivuxns^ 
ddpiaros implies, quite indefinite.' 
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my own part, I am fain to confess, that Mr. Carter's doctrine, as he 
stated it, appears to me much like saying, that the proper meaning 
o£&7ra^ is " once" but that it also equally means " always." 

§ 16. I will not dwell on the reference, which follows, to pecu- 
liarities of idiom in Greek proverbs. The subject is touched on in 
Appendix C of this volume ; and it will be seen that the idiomatic 
use of the Aorist, in some forms of proverbial expression, consti- 
tutes no real exception to the recognized connotation of the tense. 

§ 17. But when Mr. Carter goes on to argue, that the change 
from the Present 7rpo(r(t)€p€iv to the Aorist Trpoa-eveyKrj, is just what 
might be expected, on the supposition (which is his own), that 
St. Paul means to speak of Our Lord's Offering as living and ffoin^ 
on in present time, though having a momentous reference to the 
past, I cannot but express my great surprise at so novel a state- 



** Jelf, in his Gr. G. § 402, says, that the Aorist can express something 
which recurred at indefinite moments of past time (§ 405), that the 
Aorist in the Conjunctive Mood (which is our case in the text before us) 
is used to express a momentary action without any reference to any 
definite time. 

" Add to these considerations the love of N. T. writers for vivid, graphic 
forms of expression, such as people use colloquially, (the colloquial aspect 
of N. T. Greek being obvious : see Bp. EUicott in 'Aids to Faith/ p. 458,) 
and such as the Aorist would supply, and I think we may safely assign 
to vpoatytyKri, the force which the context demands, not strictly of con- 
tinuous or habitual action, but of action closely linked to, or following 
upon, an event in the past. So that Christ's present action in offering, 
which must, for the sake of the sense, be indicated in this verb, is gram- 
matically exhibited by it, as in dependence on, or rather as one with. His 
action on entering the Heavenly Sanctuary." 

He further adds, " My own notion is, that it migh^be well to meet 
Mr. M.*s view of the absolute limitation of the Aorist "to some absolutely 
past event, by showing how in certain N. T. passages it cannot point 
that way: e. g. Rom. viii. 26, xiv. 9; 1 Tim. v. 21 ; 2 Tim. ii. 4." Then, 
referring to the general sense of the passage in question, he shows 
how Mr. M.'s interpretation involves a manifest non sequitur, which he 
exhibits in a syllogism, thus : — 

" Every High Priest must as such be offering. 

" Christ is now, still, our High Priest. 

" Christ must have formerli/ had to offer, but now has ceased to offer 
a/ a///'^T. T. C] 
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ment. For myself, I can only say, that I have given close atten- 
tion, for many years past, to questions such as these — have in- 
vestigated them for myself, and have carefully studied the results 
of such investigations as made hy others — and, as &t as I can judge, 
there is not a single grammarian of acknowledged reputation, 
whether in England or in Germany, who would not bear me out 
in the statement, which I made in my first Letter {sv^pra, p. 6), 
and which I now repeat, viz. that if it had been the intention of 
the inspired writer of this Epistle to mark out the Offering, made 
hy our Great High Priest, as one made either contimumsly or 
repeatedly *, he would have adhered to the use of that Present 
Tense, which he had just employed in speaking of sach Offerings, 
and which in a like manner he again uses, when denying any such 
Offering by Our Lord in Heaven (ouS* Iva iroXKoKis irpoa-f^pn iavrov). 
How directly opposed to this is Mr. Carter's present view of the 
matter, I need not, I am sure, point out '. 

§ 18. That my own statement is not unadvisedly made, will 
appear, I venture to think, to any, who will follow me in the 
critical investigation contained in the Appendices immediately 
following this. That it is not a criticism owing its existence to 
the necessities of present controversy, any of my readers may 
satisfy themselves, if they care to do so, by referring to what I 
have written very briefly on the same subject in a former pub- 
lication '. And while I say this on my own behalf, I cannot help 

^ I may note here, what I have argued more at length in Appendix £, 
that to offer " continuously " (us rh BniveKts) or " perpetually," means, 
in the language of Holy Scripture, to offer again and again at- stated 
intervals, in other words, " repeatedly " (roTy ahrais Ovaicus ats vpoff- 
<f>€povaiu eh rh BniutKes, Heb. x. 1). The distinction between the two, 
upon which Mr. Carter and those who think with him are obliged to 
insist, is one which, for reasons which will be mentioned later (in 
Appendix E), no ChreeJc writer \yould ever have thought of making. 

• I will quote in my support an authority which will rightly be highly 
esteemed by my Correspondent, and by those who think with him — ^that 
of the Author of the " Christian Year." We may infer his premisses from 
the conclusion which he states, which is this : *' The Sacrament of the 
Lord's Supper . . . (is) . . . to be a continual remembrance, or memory, 
or memorial, before God as well as man, not a repetition or contiwuance, 
of the Sacrifice of the Death of Christ." Eucharistical Adoration, 3rd 
edit. 1867, p. 75. The italics are mine. 

7 « Eirenica," p. 100, Notes 49 and 50. 

1 a 
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adding, on the other hand, that the grammatical criticism to which 
Mr. Carter now appeals, would, if I mistake not, never have 
occurred to him, but for the necessity under which he is placed, in 
having to defend the language of the Declaration, and to re- 
concile it with that of Holy Scripture. K he himself had held 
this doctrine, in matter of grammar, eighteen months, or even a 
year, ago, how can I account for the fact, that when, in the first 
Letter of this series, I pressed upon his attention this very text, 
and the significance of the peculiarities of grammatical form by 
which it is characterized, Mr. Carter in his reply said not a word 
in the way of comment ? If his present criticism could * hold 
its ground, and he had then thought so, my entire argument 
might have been at once upset. In a later Letter (see p. 24) I 
again referred to this point, in alluding briefly to this text ; and 
again, as before, without eliciting any reply upon this matter firom 
my correspondent. 

§ 19. Thus much upon questions of grammar. Upon these, 
however, I have entered much more ftiUy in the Appendices im- 
mediately following this ; and there is the less need that I should 
pursue the subject ftirther in this place, because, for the saving of 
needless argument, I can concede to Mr. Carter every thing for 
which he here contends, and yet leave him far short of proving 
the ultimate conclusion, with a view to which this grammatical 
criticism is called in aid. 

§ 20. Let us suppose, then, for argument's sake, that when 
St. Paul speaks of a necessity for Christ, our High Priest, having 
somewhat to offer, he means that He has somewhat to offer ** per- 
petually," and this too (as already conceded) in Heaven. And on 
this supposition, let us see by what process Mr. Carter argues 
from the [perpetual] offering of " somewhat," to the perpetual 
offering of Christ Himself. This brings us to the third class of 
arguments, of which I spoke above. 

III. Syllogistic Seasoning. 

§ 21. In the last section, then, of his Letter, Mr. Carter argues 
very briefly as follows : " The Eternal Throne, the Heavenly 
Sanctuary, the Great High Priest, the perpetuated Offering, are 
represented to us. St. Paul does not add what Offering. But 
what can that Offering be, if not His once sacrificed, though ever- 
livJDg Manhood? To separate His Manhood from Himself is 
Nestorianism. li is Himself, then, tiwfc Blq coutwiually offers." 
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§ 22. As a first step in the examination of this argument, it 
may he well, for greater clearness, to set out separately its three 
successive steps : — 

a. St. Paul states, that Our Lord in Heaven must have " some- 
what*' to offer [continually], hut leaves it to us to determine 
what that is. 

fi. That Offering can he nothing else hut His once-sacrificed, 
though ever-living Manhood. 

y. To separate His Manhood from Himself is Nestorianism. 

Therefore, it is Himself that He continually offers. 
And now for a word as to each of these. 

§ 23. I have conceded,ybr the purposes of the present argvment, 
that "continually," which Mr. Carter is ohliged to import into 
the Apostle's text. There is at present, therefore, no difference 
between us as to the first proposition. I cannot help saying, 
however, that it would have been well for Mr. Carter to observe, 
that the holy Apostle has not left it to us to determine the question 
" what ** is offered, without any guidance from the Divine Word, 
Had he observed this, — had he set clearly before him the fact (I state 
it in his own words, see above, p. 13), that in the course of this 
argument "St, Paul most earnestly presses the truth, that Christ 
was but once offered" — he would, I think, have felt, that, |in 
St. Paul's mind, if expressed in terms which he deemed the best 
suited to express the truth of God, one offering certainly was 
excluded, and that the Offering of Christ Himself. I may add, 
that it is not in the way of negation only that St. Paul gives us 
a clue to the question, what offering he deemed to be made within 
the Heavenly Sanctuary. As to this I need only refer to what I 
have already said at p. 24 (on Heb. viii. 3, there commented on), 
and more fully, in reply to Mr. Carter, pp. 61 — 65. 

§ 24. The whole weight of Mr. Carter s argument, however, 
really rests upon the second of the three propositions above 
noticed. I reserve, therefore, the discussion of this, as of principal 
and decisive moment, till the one remaining point, of minor im- 
portance to our present question, has been cleared away. As to 
this [" to separate His Manhood from Himself is Nestorianism "], 
which constitutes Mr. Carter's third proposition, no protracted 
comment is necessary. For in the series of reasonings we are now 
considering, there is not an accumulation of separate arguments, 
any one of which, if established, would sufiice to prove Mr. Carter's 
conclusion, but a long chain of many linka, OTi^iv'fe i-^Jcos.^ ^I^ass;?^ 'cssx'fti 



114 APPENDIX B. 

of which his conclusion falls at once to the ground. Enongh, then, 
to say, that though in one sense Mr. Carter's last proposition is 
perfectly true, yet in that only sense which would make it avail- 
able for his present purpose, this proposition cannot with any 
truth he asserted. That only sense, of which I speak, would be 
such as this — that it were Nestorianism to assert any thing of Our 
Blessed Lord, in respect that He is Man, which we should deny of 
Him in regard of that Divine Personality wherein are united both 
perfect God and perfect Man. How utterly untenable would be 
such a propositi()n, few, if any, of my readers can need to be told, 
and Mr. Carter would, I am sure, at once admit. For the New 
Testament itself would abound with " Nestorianism," if distinctions, 
such as I speak of, deserved the name. St. Augustine, St. Leo, St. 
Chrysostom, St. Cyril, to name no more, would, in that case, be 
found more Nestorian than Nestorius himself. 

It is hardly necessary to dwell further on this point, otherwise I 
might add, that even if any were to affirm, that Our Lord " offereth 
His Humanity " (meaning His Incarnation) " before the eyes of the 
Father,** using the word " offer " in a secondary and non-sacrificiai 
sense, and yet were to deny that Christ " offereth Himself,** in the 
technical sense of the phrase, he would not lack Patristic authority, 
Greek and Latin, for so doing. And if charged with " Nestorianism" 
for so speaking, he might reply in the very words of Theophylact: 
** In speaking thUs of His Hfu/manity^ I do not separate this from 
Sis Godhead (for both these are united in one Personality) ; hut 
I enable them that hear me rightly to conceive, of what is proper 
to the Human, and what to the Divine, Nature of the Lord ^ ? 

§ 26. And now we may proceed, in conclusion, to that more 
important proposition, over which Mr. Carter passes very lightly 
and rapidly, like one skating over treacherous ice, but on which 
rests, as I observed but now, the whole weight of that momentous 
proposition, with which, throughout this first part of our cor- 
respondence, we have been occupied. As to this, then, let it be 
observed, in the first place, that in order to prove his ultimate 
proposition, that the Offering made [perpetually] in Heaven, by 
Our Lord, is an Offering of Himself, he assumes that very pro- 

* "Oral' 5^ avOpcairSTrjTa etva, ov Biaipa ahr^v ttjs 0€6t7)tos, fila yiip 
{fir6(rTa(ris hfupoiv, dWb. BlBcofii to7s dKolovci rh irp4irovTa 7r€p\ l/car^pas 
^ifa-eas ^yyo€?y. In Epist. ad Hebrseos [Migne, P. 0. C. Series Grseca: 
Tow. 125. p. 283. al. 700.] 
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position, only slightly altered, as a matter about which no person 
of sound judgment could possibly have any doubt. For his own 
words ("What can this be,'* &c.), when translated into logical 
form, are nothing less [if meant to be less, they are of no value for 
his purpose] than the assertion, by which I have represented them 
above, " That there is nothing which Our Lord can offer, except 
His once-sacrificed, though ever-living Manhood." I can well 
believe that it was an instinctive (though scarce conscious) feeling 
of the impossibility of proving this assertion, when barely and 
logically stated, that led Mr. Carter to express his proposition in 
the form of a question, rather than of a direct assertion. But then 
I must remind him, that, having asked the question, he assumes 
that there can be but one answer to it ; and on the strength of 
this assumption passes on at once, as if upon a sure foundation 
laid, to the next step of his argument. But can he, on reflection, 
can any one, seriously maintain, that there is but one possible 
answer to the question which he asks ? To say nothing now of 
those plain intimations, or those absolute, precise, and dogmatically 
exact determinations of Holy Scripture, which have been set before 
the reader in earlier pages of this volume, Mr. Carter himself, on 
further thought, will surely recollect, how many and varied are 
the answers, directly contradictory of his assumption, which have 
been given by those Fathers of old time, to whom he makes appeal, 
even as by later Divines of every age, down to this our own day. 
How, on his hypothesis, will he deal with St. Clement ' of Alexan- 
dria, saying, that " the Lord, the Cheat High Priest, offereth the 
incense of sweet savour unto God, , . , . not indeed a sacrifice of 
actual incense, hut the acceptable Oblation of holy love, the spi- 
ritual sweet savour upon the Altar'* ? Or how, with the Apostoli- 
cal ^ Constitutions, when speaking of the First-fruits and the Tithes 
of the Levitical Law, as coiTespondent to the offerings made by 
Christian people now, and adding, that these last "are offered 
(7rpo(r(t>€povTai) to the Lord God by Jesus Christ (dia *I. X.), even 
by Him, Who died for us'* ? How with the innumerable pas- 
sages 2 of Fathers both in the East and in the West, which speak 

8 Poedag. Lib. ii. p. 208. [Clem. Alex. 0pp. ed. Potter, 2 vols. fol. 
Oxon. 1715.] 

1 Const. Apost. Lib. ii. K€<p. Kt, To the same effect St. Irenseus, adv. 
Hseres. lib. iv. cap. 34. p. 326. 

2 See for example St. Cyprian, Epist. Ixiii. ; Theodoret on Ps. cix ; St. 
Jerome^ Epist. ad Marcellam. 
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of our Lord as offering "Bread and Wine/' as being a Priest 
after the order of Melchisedec ? St. Athanasius speaks in terms 
doubly condemnatory of those, with which at present I have to 
deal ; for he speaks * first of Christ offering JSimself as an act 
past in time, and antecedent to Mis Resurrection, and then goe» 
on to make a further statement, directly subversive of the universal 
assent, which Mr. Carter assumes, in respect of an Offering now 
made by Our Lord in Heaven* : " After Jffe had offered up Himself 
on our behalf He raised His Body from the dead, and now doth 
present and offer unto the Father them, who, through Him, and 
by faith in Him, draw nigh" It is superfluous to add more. 
Otherwise, even from Latin writers, long after the extinction of 
learning in the West, and again at the time of its revival, similar 
answers might be multiplied and brought down to our own time ; 
such, for example, as the obvious one, — that by our Great High 
Priest are offered the prayers of all the Saints, and the devotions 
of each one among them on the spiritual Altar [preees omnium et 
vota singulorum super altare intelligibile), — ^that Altar being 
interpreted as Christ's Body *. 



• Adv. Arianos, Orat. ii. p. 475 B. [Edit. Bened. torn. i. p. 
475.] 7r6T€ t\ iipxttpfifs rris dfioKoylas rj/xay yiyoviv, ^ 5t€ vpoiTfutyKas 
iavrhy {^nep rjfiwy ^y^ipev 4k V€Kpwy rh ff&fia Koi vvif oJbrhs rohz 
Trpoffipxop'-^povs avrov [al. ovr^] r^ iri<rr€i vpoadyet Koi vpoapipu r^ 
narpi. 

[* That these offerings are made by our Lord, is unquestionable. But 
I did not think it necessary to allude to them, because the context 
fixes the nature of the offerings intended. St. Paul is speaking of an 
atoning Sacrifice, such as may correspond with the typical sacrifices of 
atonement made by the Le^'^tical Priesthood. It is only the special 
offering which constitutes the specific oflBce and power of the Priest that 
is in question. This seemed to me to be evident, and I did not therefore 
think it necessary to show why our Lord's offering, e. g. the prayers 
of the saints, &c., &c., could not satisfy the terms of St. Paul's argument. 
I assumed the offering to be Himself, because Himself alone is the 
Atoning Sacrifice ; and the passage required nothing less than this. All 
other offerings are accepted only through this, and of themselves there- 
fore they imply the further truth, viz. the offering of the Sacrifice 
through which alone they avail. — T. T. C] 

* So Paschasius Badbertus, preserving as he does throughout his 

treatise, side by side with his own more materialistic teaching, some of 

tie higher and more spiritual tradition of ** V\i^ 'E^iVJaet^" «a «x«cl in. his 
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Even Cardinal Bellarmine' — with whose language, and that of 
the Council of Trent, that of the Declaration is, as we shall 
presently see, in many respects almost exactly coincident — gives 
a direct negative to that universal assent, which Mr. Carter 
anticipates. And I may add, by way of bringing down this long 
line of witnesses even to our own day, that a Bishop* of our 
Sister-Church of Scotland, in reply to the very question which 
Mr. Carter asks [" What can our Lord now offer in Heaven?"] 
replies, as Scripture, and the language of many of the Fathers there- 
with according, warrant, " JSvery offering, hut that of Himself " 

§ 26. I have only to say ^irther, that it is quite immaterial to 
my present argument, whether the language, used by the various 
Fathers and Divines I have quoted, be absolutely correct or no. 
The mere fact of such diverse answers being returned, by Fathers 
and Divines of every age, is in itself a complete refutation of Mr. 
Carter's assumption, that there is but one possible answer to be 
given, and that his own, to the question which he asks, " What 
can this offering be, if not His once sacrificed though ever-living 
Manhood?'* 

§ 27. The witnesses I have alleged are enough, I think, and more 
than enough, to show, how utterly without foundation is Mr. Car- 
ter's supposition, that there can be but one offering now made by 
our Lord in Heaven, and that an offering of " His Humanity," in 
other words, " of Himself." And with this supposition disproved, the 
only remaining link in Mr. Carter's broken chain gives way in his 



day (the ninth century) the great doctors of the Primitive Church were 
named. — Pascbasii Radberti Liber de Sacramento Corporis ac Sanguinis 
Christi. Fol. Paris, 1618, p. 1572. 

* Bellarminus, " De Controversiis ChristiansB Fidei " (Paris, 3 vols. fol. 
p. 735), torn. ii. p. 735. " Quia Christus in quo semper residet summa 
sacerdotalis dignitas, vere manet in (Bternwn, et semper Deo sacrificium 
laudis et gratiarum actionis immolat" It is quite true that Bellarmine 
would doubtless have said that, this '* Sacrifice of Praise and of Giving 
of Thanks " is " The Sacrifice of the Mass," But it is also true, that he 
expressly distinguishes this frova a doctrine which he attributes to 
Calvin, and which is exactly in accordaUce with the proposition before 
us, as finally explained by Mr. Carter. *' Dicent Christum offerre seipsum 
in cselo dum passionem suam assidue Patri repreesentat, et per eam nos 
reconciliat. Hoc enim videtur sentire Calvinus, lib. 4. Instit. cap. 18. § 2.** 

• Dr. Wordsworth, Bishop of St. Andrew's. See additional tvotA ^ 
the end of this Appendix. 
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hand [©5, t6 b^ Xeyofuvov, ef cifAfiov <r)(oivla nXtKetv eViTiySfucrajTos]. 
And this being so, what shall be our own conclusion, upon the 
whole matter hitherto under consideration P We have heard the 
voice of an Apostle (as Mr. Carter himself testifies, sup, p. 13) 
*^ pressing eairnestly the truth, that Christ was but once offered** 
We have heard St. Athanasius eehoing that Apostle's voice, and 
saying (sup. p. 113), that " after JEe, our High Priest, had offered 
up Simselffor v^, Se raised His Body from the dead, and that 
He now offereth to the Father those, who by Faith in Him draw 
nigh unto God.** We have heard St-Chrysostom (sup.^. 57) taking up 
the same word of faithful witness, as if replying beforehand, with a 
prophetic instinct, to the decantata proverbia of these later times of 
the Church : " Think not, when thou hearest of Him as being a 
Priest, that He is therefore ever sacrificing^ for once did He 
sacrifice, and for ever after sat doum. In this is intimated to us 
the majesty of that Sacrifice, in that being One, and once offered 
{fiia ovaa, Kal dna^ irpo<r€V€xO€ia-a), it did suffice, where all those 
older sacrifices together availed not.** Theodoret ^ (Ecumenius ^, 



"^ Theodoret, Interp. Ps. cix. torn. i. part ii. p. 1396 [Schulze, Halse, 
1769]. See also his comment on Heb. vii. 27. It is doubly destructive 
of the positions against which I am arguiug. " They (the Levitical 
High Priests) did continuously offer {vvvexSas vpo<r4<pfpov) and did 
sacrifice (Jldvoy {nrhp kavrSav) on their own behalf. But this Man doeth 
neither of these things. The latter He doeth not, because He hath no 
fellowship with sin (r^y afiaprias hfi{nyr65 icri) ; and the former He 
doeth not, seeing that the One Sacrifice was all availing unto Salvation. 
And they indeed offered in sacrifice things other than themselves; but 
He hath offered (irpoaevfiyox^v) His own Body, therein showing Himself 
{y€v6fi€yos) both Priest and Victim ; and now, as God, with the Father 
and the Spirit, receiving the Gift {rh Swpoi', the oflfering of homage which' 
we render unto God)." With this last, which is a frequently recurrent 
thought in the Greek Fathers, compare the words of St. Cyril Alex, in 
Actis Ephesinis, ahrhs yeyovev ipx^^pf^s Kgrh rh kvOpdivivov kuItoi irapiL 
vdvTcoy riis Ovalas Bcx^fi^vos OtiK&s, avrhs rh Ov/xa Karh rijv ffdpKo, avr6s 
6 To«j afj-aprlais rifiav l\a(rK6yLtvns Kard y€ tV 9€6TrjTos i^ovffiay. 

« On Heb. vii. 27. " This He did once for all." "What is * This* 

of which he speaks ? The offering Himself up {rh aviviyKai ka\n6v) a 

Sacrifice on behalf of God's people. Think not, therefore, when thou 

hearest of Him as being a Priest, that He is therefore ever sacrificing 

(i€pa<r$ai). * For this He did once, and took His seat thenceforth upon 

the Father's throne. For it is the pact oi Oiuft \«\ia WKvaX^ti ^%«t- 
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Theophylact ', all these might have been quoted to similar effect. 
And yet, while this long line of witnesses to the Truth once deli- 
vered all speak with one voice, the authors of the Declaration before 
us build up their whole superstructure of Doctrine on this one Pro- 
position, which, in terms at least, is directly contradicted by every 
one of these, viz. : that " Christ, our Great High Priest doth, in 
Heaven, ever offer Himself before the Eternal Father." And 
therefore, if these woi*ds are to be understood, as by St. Paul they 
were used, and as, under guidance of the Divine Word, they were 
interpreted by that long line of witnesses whom I have cited, ex- 
tending as these do through seventeen centuries of Christian history 
— ^if these things be so, what shall we say of that proposition itself? 
What can we say, but this, — in the words of a saintly Bishop^ and 
godly Doctor of old time, — " What these [Declarants'] have assumed 
as Truthf is what neither Prophets did ever jyroclaim, nor the 
Lord ever teach, nor the Apostles ever deliver to the Church" 



Conclusion. 

The real Issues involved in this Discussion, 

§ 28. I have now gone through, in succession, every one of the 
arguments, by which, in this concluding Letter, Mr. Carter has 
sought support for a proposition, upon which, as a foundation, the 
whole superstructure of Eucharistic Doctrine, in the Declaration 
before us, is built up. I have not, I fear, been able to conceal (as I 
could have wished) my own strong conviction, of what will be the 
verdict pronounced by unprejudiced readers upon the immediate 



olpyov), and of a Priest, to stand. But this of His * Session ' showeth, 
that after He had once presented {Sma^ vpoffayaydov) the Sacrifice, that 
is. His own Body, His Session hath continued thenceforth. He being 
ministered to (\tirovpyo{>ii€vos) the while by the incorporeal Powers ** 
(i.e. by the KtirovpyiKh. iryevfiara, the angels). 

• On Heb. viii. 3. *AAX* ody ovk &irc6Xeo'€ rh &pxifpf^5 thar Trdvra 
yhp rh rSov iipxifp^ofy ^X^^' '^^"'^ &(TV€p 4k€ivoi vpoff<p4povffiVy ovru koI 
altrhs vpoff'fiyeyKev ka\n6v, "As the High Priests offer (Present of 
repetition or continuance) so did Me offer Himself." 

* S. Irenaeus. Toiwurris t^s ^od^ctas ahrSov oUar^Sf %v oiftf Ilpo^^rac 
iicf]pv^av, oUrt 6 K^pios iMSa^€v, ofht ol *Air6aTO\ot vctpiSaKcuf^ AAn^ 
HfiBr. lib. i. cap. 1. p. 35 [Grabe, Oxoiv. VlQ?i'\, 
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question at issue. For an j such expressions, which may have es- 
caped me, I feel I ought to apologize both to Mr. Carter and to my 
readers. I have no right, nor have I any desire, to be a judge in 
my own cause, and anticipate the verdict, which it is for others to 
pronounce. But I may, I think, without impropriety, chdm to say 
a few words in conclusion, as to the real nature of the issues sub- 
mitted to our readers, and as to their importance in relation to 
well-nigh all the questions of doctrine now most earnestly disputed 
in the English Church. 

§ 29. There will be not a few persons, probably, who, after read- 
ing this correspondence, will be inclined to think, that, save to the 
persons actually engaged in it, directly or indirecily, it is a matter 
of very little consequence which is right, and which is wrong. 
** You are at length agreed," I can fancy one saying, " as to the 
doctrine, which, under these disputed terms, it is intended to con- 
vey ; and the explanation finally given of those words is one that 
you can both accept. Agreed as to the meaning of the words, what 
need to dispute further about the words themselves ? What though 
it be the case, even assuming it so to be, that the authors of this 
Declaration have used a Scriptural phrase in a sense other than that 
in which it is used in Scripture itself, and by the primitive Fathers? 
What then?" 

§ 30. To this I reply, first, that as far as I was myself concerned, 
I was perfectly willing, nay, most desirous, to leave this first ques- 
tion at the point to which it had been brought by previous Letters. 
For in explaining clearly the true meaning of his words, as Mr. 
Carter did (see p. 72), he made evident, as I then hoped, what &om 
the first I had believed to be the case, that the difference between us 
was a difference chiefly of expression, and that in fully explaining 
on either side the meaning of our words, we should find ourselves 
approaching ever nearer and nearer to ultimate agreement in doc- 
trine. It was therefore against my wish, and, I may add, against 
my remonstrance, that Mr. Carter reopened the question. 

§ 31. But I reply, secondly (what this very Letter of Mr. Carter's, 
on which I have been commenting, I fear, too clearly shows), that 
the question at issue between my correspondent and myself, is 
really one of far wider reach, and of very much greater importance, 
than the mere accuracy of a particular phrase, the exactness of this 
or that criticism, the force or fallacy of an argument. The question, 
underlying all these, is no less than this — TFhat is the proper mode 
^ascer^amin^ the Truth, in que&iioTM toAicA now are^ and for 
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centuries past have been, the subjects of dispute within the Church? 
Or again, from the point of view of an English Churchman, the 
question might be stated thus : Is the language of the Western 
Church (the English of course included) just before the Iteforma* 
tion, and of the JRoman Church since that time, presumably more 
" Catholic" more according to the mind of the Lord as revealed 
in ffoly Scripture, and witnessed to by the Church from the bc' 
ginning, than is the language of the English Church, embodied in 
her Doctrinal Articles since the Reformation ? 

§ 32.. For proof that this last question is directly involved in the 
discussion now before us, I will ask the reader to compare the dog- 
matic statements that follow :— 

Cf the OTie Oblation of Christ The Doctrine of the Sacrifice of 
finished upon the Cross. the Ma^s '. 

" The Offering of Christ once " Our Lord Jesus Christ . . , 
made is that perfect redemption, though He was about to offer 
propitiation, and satisfaction, for Himself once, through death, on 
all the sins of the whole world, the altar of the Cross, to God the 
both original and actual ; and Father, yet because His Priest- 
there is none other satisfaction hood was not by death to be ex- 
for sin, but that alone. Where- tinguished, therefore, at the Last 
fore the sacrifices of Masses, in Supper, in the night wherein He 

the which it was commonly said, was betrayed He offered 

that the Priest did offer Christ to God the Father His Body and 
for the quick and the dead, to His Blood, under the forms of 
have remission of pain or guilt, Bread and Wine, and under these 
were blasphemous fables, and symbols delivered them to His 
dangerous deceits." [Article Apostles, that they should take 
XXXI. of the Articles of Eeli- them ; and gave commandment, 
gion of the English Church, that both they and their succes- 
A.D. MDLII. and again sors in the Priesthood, should 
MDLXII. and MDLXVII.] offer them, by these words : * Do 

this in remembrance of Me.* " 
[Concil. Trident. Sessio xxii., 
cap. 1, celebrata die xvii. Sept. 
MDLXII.] 

2 See Appendix F, in which is given the full text, both of the Chapters 
and Canons, from a " Sealed Copy," in the Library of Eton College, cor- 
rected and authenticated by the SecreittiT^ «DA.'!^Q\»yv«& Ql'^Oaa^^JwssiK^* 
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The ** Declaration** ds explained Cardinal Bellarmine a>s to the 
hy Mr. Carter^ sup. p. 94. Offering made in the M^ass '. 

" An oblation such as we up- " The Catholic writers who in 
hold .... the point of differ- our own time have treated of the 
ence being this very doctrine, Sacrifice of the Mass, do all be- 
that in Heaven by Himself in stow their pains upon this point. 
His own Person, and on earth rather than any other, that of 
by His Priests, under the form showing that in the Mass there 
of the Elements, or, in other is offered to God, truly and pro- 
words, sacramentally, there is an perly, the Body and the Blood of 
offering of our Lord even now, to the Lord, under the form (sub 
be continued through all time." specie) of visible bread and wine." 

Let it be clearly understood that I do not quote these passages as 
showing, that the language of the Declaration is certainly wrong 
(that is, of course, a matter for proof, not for assertion) ; but I do 
quote it as showing, that (whether consciously or unconsciously, I do 
not know) those who have put forth this Declaration have left on one 
side the dogmatic language of their own Church \ and have adopted, 
almost verbatim, the language of the Church of Rome. 

§ 33. And this brings me to that other question of which I spoke 
above, as being involved in the investigation, with which we are 
now occupied. 

The proper mode of ascertaining the Truth in matters of Doctrine 

disputed in the Church. 

There are a few words, bearing upon this, at the very beginning of 
Mr. Carter's Letter {supra, p. 100), the only ones that I have not 



* De Missa, lib. i. cap. vi. " Catholici scriptores qui hoc nostro sseculo 
de sacrificio MisssB scripserunt, omnes in eo potissimum laborant, ut 
ostendant in Missa offerri Deo vera ac proprie corpas ac sanguineni 
Domini sub specie visibilis panis ac vini." Tom. ii. p. 721. 

* And, I may add, of those very English Divines to whom Mr. Carter 
himself appeals. See the last quotation from Bp. Cosin given at p. 99 ; 
and observe that Field (Note 8, p. 92), while speaking of Christ offering 
Himself, and so interceding for us, says expressly, that " He so offers 
Himself not in the nature of a Sacrifice, but as setting it before the 
ej^es of the Father . . . offering it to His view, to obtain grace and 

mercy for us," [The italics, of course, are miue."] 
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yet noticed, wMch are, if I mistake not, by far the most important of 
them all. They are these : — 

" I have not, in our correspondence, touched on points of verbal 
criticism. I have confined myself to general arguments, drawn 
from Soly Scripture, according to the interpretation fixed on them, 
as I believe, by the traditionary teaching of the Church, I have 
done so, believing it to be the proper mode of ascertaining the 
truth** 

In these few words a question is opened, as our readers will at 
once perceive, of the utmost possible moment, not to this one sub- 
ject only, now under discussion, but to every conceivable matter of 
Christian Doctrine, be it what it may, which either now is, or here- 
after may be, subject of doubt or of dispute within the Church. That 
question is no other than that I have already indicated, viz. : "What 
is the right mode of ascertaining the Truth, in questions which now 
are, and, it may be, as in this case, for centuries past have been, the 
subject of dispute within the Church?" 

There are but three answers .to this question upon which I need 
dwell at any length in this place ; these being the three which, 
directly or indirectly, will come before the Eeader in the course of 
this correspondence. They are the answers adopted by the theolo- 
gians of the Council of Trent ; by the great body of our own greatest 
Divines at the time of, and since, the Reformation ; and, lastly, that 
which has been acted upon for some years past by some of our own 
contemporaries, of whose method the Declaration before us will serve 
as a conspicuous example. Before saying more of these, one only 
remark is necessary, which will apply to all that follows ; — that the 
reader is to put on one side aU thought of those great controversies 
on the very foundations of the Christian Faith, which have been 
finally set at rest by the decisions of the Greneral Councils of the first 
five centuries. The questions of which alone we have to speak are 
those which came to be matters of dispute within the Church, 
between the close of the fifth century and the commencement of the 
fifteenth (from circ. 600 to circ. 1400 a.d.) ; in other words, between 
the decay, and all but extinction, of Primitive Learning, at that 
earlier time, and the period of its revival, followed by Eeformation, 
in these later days. 

In dealing with these later questions, then, it would not, I think, 
be too much to say, that the Koman and the English Churches are 
at one theoretically, as to the method to be pursued, though in 
practice they necessarily difier. In matters of iaiti^ \»^<2Stt. -^vsj»^ 
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grave differences of opinion still exist, either between individual men, 
or between different Branches of the one Universal Church, not only 
the Churches of the West, whether reformed, as our own, or unre- 
formed, as that of Rome, but the Eastern Churches also, would give 
one and the same answer. From Scripture interpreted by indivi- 
dual judgment, there is appeal, so all would say, to Scripture as 
interpreted by general consent. But this answer, in which all could 
agree, will practically be of no avail. Because the very fact of the 
matters to be referred having been for centuries past, and still be- 
ing, in dispute J shows at once that there is no such thing as a really 
general consent, to which appeal can be made. 

At this point, therefore. East and West practically separate ; and 
in the West again the methods pursued are found to vary. 

1. The Greek Method, 

§ 34. The answer of the East is one, which, from the very nature of 
the case, is wholly inapplicable to ourselves. Upon us of the West, 
a necessity lieth, that we should, according to Our Lord's deep word, 
bring forth out of our Treasure things, not old only, but new also ; 
nay, things which, from a j^et wider point of view, shall be at once 
new and old ^. But of the Greeks of these later days it might be 
said, I think, with truth, that in their view the doctrinal History of 
the Church ends with the close of the eighth century ; and that to 
them all questions of doctrine, which have since arisen in the West, 
and which admit not of decision by reference to the " seven and only 
Ecumenical and most holy inspired Councils*," have simply no 
existence. The " novitas ^ correctionis ," to use TertuUian's con- 
densed description, is to them no longer distinguished from the 
"novitas erroris;" or, to speak as they themselves would speak, 
things Kaiva are, to their eyes, necessarily via ^ also. 

^ Kaipii Koi vaKaid. 

^ Nowhere has the calm, unchanging spirit of the East found more 
dignified or worthier expression than in the reply (quoted above) made 
on the 3rd of October last by the Patriarch of Constantinople to the 
representatives of the Roman See, inviting him to "the Ecumenical 
Council ** to be held in Rome. See the " Guardian *' newspaper, Dec. 
23, 1868, p. 1434. 

7 Such newness of expression as may be needed from time to time for 
the correction of ever fresh forms of error. 
' Ibr the diatinction of the two woida ae© Axcbb^. Trench, " Synonyms 
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2. The Roman Method, 

§ 34. Let us proceed tlien to what more nearly concerns ourselves, 
the method of the Church of Kome. I cannot better illustrate this, 
or more clearly express it, than in the language of the Council of 
Trent, or rather that of the Catechismus ' ad Parochos, issued by 
the authority^ of that Council. 

After quoting (pp. 139 to 140) various texts of Scripture, in sup- 
port of the Doctrine of Transubtantiation, there inculcated, the 
" Instruction " proceeds as follows : — 

" HsBc igitur scripturse ' loca Pastoribus explicanda enint, atque 
in primis docendum nihil in eis dubii aut incerti relictum esse ; 
prsesertim cum hsec Ecclesise Dei sacrosancta auctoritas interpretata 
sit: ad cujus sententise cognition em duplicivia et ratione possumus 
pervenire. Prima est cum Patres, qui ab initio Ecclesise, atque 
omni deinceps setate floruerunt, et ecclesiasticffi doctrinse optimi 

testes sunt, consulimus Altera restat via qua Ecclesise 

judicium in iis quae ad fidem pertinent, investigare liceat, contrarise 
scilicet doctrinse et opinionis damnatio. At vero constat, semper 
corporis Christi veritatem in sancto Eucharistise sacramento, ita 
per universam Ecclesiam difiusam, et disseminatam esse, et consen- 
tienti voluntate ab omnibus fidelibus receptam, ut cum ante quingen- 
tos annos Berengarius id negare ausus esset, ibique signum tan- 
tummodo esse assereret, statim in Vercellesi * concilio quod Leonis 
IX. auctoritate convocatum fuerat, omnium sententiis condemnatus, 
ipse hseresin suam anathemati addixerit, qui postea cum ad eandem 
impietatis insaniam rediisset, tribus aHis Conciliis, Turonensi,' 
et duobus Bomanis, quorum alterum^ Nicolaus II., alterum 
Gregorius VII.*" Pontifices Max.* convocarunt, damnatus est. Eam 



of the New Testament" (Second Series, p. 42), or " Eirenica," vol. 1. 
pp. Ill to 114. 

• Bomse, Fol. mdlxvi. 

^ See Sessio xxiii. Decretum de Indice, &c. 

' In quoting official documents, or the like, I have made it my object 
to reproduce them exactly as in the edition referred to, even in such 
minutisB as in the employment of liiertB mc^uscuUB et minusculce, and of 
(what often is very important) punctuation. 

' Council of Tours, a.d. 1055. 

< A.D. 1061. * Sed. 1073 to 1080 A.D. 

^ It is an anachronism to speak of 15\c\xo\aa\\.V««^»'^^^^*--'^^^^^^^'^^^ 



126 APPENDIX B. 

postea sententiam Innocentius III. in Concilio Lateranensi ' magno 
confirmavit: ac deinceps a Florentina^ et Tridentina* Synodis 
cgusdem veritatis fides apertius declarata, ac stabilita est." 

The points of main importance, liere to be observed, are, tbat tbe 
Tridentine Divines found their teaching on the language of Holy 
Scripture, which, as they deemed, plainly implied the doctrine which 
they inculcate. These Scriptures are received as being so plain as to 
leave " nothing of doubt or uncei'tainty," and this " more especially 
because the most sacred authority of the Church of God " has so 
interpreted that language. In other words, The plain meaning of 
Holy Scripture, and the confirming testimony of the Church of 
Ghd, are the tests to which they appeal. The Church of England 
makes precisely the same appeal. Then further they state, and, from 
their point of view, with perfect exactness, that there are two ways by 
which the judgment of the Church can be ascertained. The first is that 
of examining the teaching of those Fathers, who through successive 
centuries of the Church's history, beginning with the first, are 
recognized as being the best witnesses of the Church's doctrine. 
The second way is, that of looking to the condemnations pronounced 
on doctrine or opinions contrary to those of the Church, as those of 



of Gregory VII. {sed. 1073—1085) as " Pontifices Maximi," For this 
title was not assumed till a very much later period. The earliest medal 
on which this title appears, is one of Martin V. [mabtinvs. v. colvmita. 
POirriPEX. MAXIMVS.] sed. 1417— 14f31 ; the earliest coin one of Paul II. 
struck at Avignon, with the legend pavlvs. pp. ii. pont. max. a. I. 
These are engraved, and commented upon, in the " Antiqniores Ponti- 
flcum Bomanorum Denarii, studio et cura Benedicti Florovantis." 4to, 
Bomse, 1734. This work is of great rarity. I know of only two copied 
in this country ; one in the Medal Room of the British Musaum (not 
catalogued in the General Library) and one in the possession of the 
writer. [As to the history and significance of the several titles Pontifex, 
Pontifex Summus, and Pontifex Maximus, see "Vestiarium Christi- 
anum " (London, 1868), Index in vac. Pontifex,^ 

7 The Eleventh Lateran Council, from 11th to 30th Nov. 1215 a.d. 

■ Council of Florence (opened at Ferrara) fipom Feb. 29, 1439 to 
April 26, 1442 a.d. [For monuments illustrating the Roman view of 
this Council, see "Vestiarium Christianum," Plates LII. to LIV., and 
the authorities referred to, pp. 244, 245. For the Greek view, see the 
speech of the Patriarch of Constantinople referred to above, note 6, 
/?. 1£4J 
' Council of Trent, opened Dec. IS, 154S, dosodi I>^<i. ^\^^'4. 
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Berengarins and other snch, condemned in the successive Roman or 
Provincial Councils which they name. The reader will here at once 
see a fatal flaw in their statement. Whatever degree of authority 
may he attributed to a really General Council, accepted as such by 
the whole Church, it is certain that the doctrine " of the Church 
of Grod " cannot be determined by condemnations pronounced in 
local or provincial ^ Councils, such as those of VerceUae, Tours, and 
the rest, in the eleventh and later centuries. 

It is at this point accordingly that the Anglican Church parts 
company with the Koman. 

3. TJie Method of the English Church, 

§ 35. Starting from principles, which have been received and acted 
upon in the Church of Christ from the very beginning, the Church 
of England, like the Church of Rome, has ever made her appeal to 
the plain evident meaning of the Holy Scriptures, confirmed (wher- 
ever there is need of confirmation) by the testimony of the Church 
from the beginning. And seeing that upon all those questions 
which have been at issue in the West, and still are so, there is but 
one way of ascertaining that testimony (there being no general 
Council, universally accepted, to which to look), her greatest 
Divines since the Eeformation, from Ridley and Jewel downward, 
have ever adopted that first course indicated by the Tiidentine 
Divines— that of appealing, when the meaning of Scripture 
itself is called in question, to the testimony of those great Doctors 
of the Church, from the very beginning of Christian History, 
whom the concurrent voice of Christendom has recognized as the 
" best witnesses" to the Church's teaching. And for these best 
witnesses she looks, for the most part, to the earliest ages of the 
Church, especially to those four or five first centuries, which elapsed 
before the decay (well-nigh extinction) of primitive Learning. 

* The Council of Florence (see above, note 8, p. 126) is the only one 
above named which could make any pretence to the character of a 
General Council ; and the authority of this Council has always been 
rejected by the Greek Church. No one, who knows any thing of its true 
history, can do otherwise than rejoice for the honour of Christendom, to 
say no more, that it has been so repudiated. Bom in corruption, brought 
about by bribery, intrigue, and violence, and commemorated by falsified 
monuments, the " forced union,'* which it sought to produce, " died in 
its swaddling-clothes." [So the Patriarch of GQUf[^«xk^\\>k<css;^^, "^if^A. 
above, note 6, p. 124.] 
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§ 36. And now let this further be observed, that an English 
Divine can do, what they of Eome cannot do without some incon- 
sistency, appeal freely, and without reserve, to the Tribunal of 
Scripture and of Antiquity. A Roman Divine, entering upon ques- 
tions of controversy at issue between his own Church and ours, 
enters upon that controversy in the belief, that in the authoritative 
decrees of the Council of Trent, confirmed^ as these have been 
by the Pope, he ah^eady possesses an infallible answer as to what is 
the true meaning of Scripture, what the teaching of the Church 
from the beginning. One consequence of this has been, that by 
some at least among her Divines, and those men of no little 
learning, grammatical and philological investigations, as to the true 
meaning of Holy Scripture, are regarded as " among the most per- 
nicious evils which we owe to the Reformation ^J* This being so, it 
is only in a spirit of concession to the " prejudices of Protestants," 
and to " the actual state of controversy," that they can persuade 
themselves to enter upon such discussions at all. And when, in spite 
of their own principles, they find themselves under a necessity of 
engaging in such inquiries, it is, naturally, with a preliminary 
protest, that the result, be it what it may, can make no difference to 
themselves. " Theologus sum Homamis, et supra Chrammaticamj* 
is the legend on the shield of their champions — ^the talisman, which 
provides for their own security, at least, whether they succeed or 
fail in their contest with others. And for the same reason it too 
often happens (some noble exceptions in Grermany and in England 
have happily been seen of late years), that they approach either 
Holy Scripture, or the writings of this or that Father, less with a 
view to ascertaining, by careful and reverend investigation, what 
either one or the other really teaches, than of finding, both in one and 
the other, something, which will bear out their own predetermined 
conclusion. Such a course is both natural, and satisfactory, to one 
who has been able to persuade himself, that he starts on his inquiry 
with an infallible authority for his conclusion. He may, with some 



» By Hub IV., Jan. 26, 1564. 

? ** This philological way of learning religion** (i.e., as the context 

shows, of ascertaining matter of disputed religious truth,) " is among the 

most pernicious evils which we owe to the Reformation" — Cardinal 

Wiseman, Reply to Dr. Turton, London, 1839, p. 100. And compare the 

Introductory Chapter of his Lectures on the Real Presence. [London* 

1837,J 
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excuse, interpret Scripture " on general considerations," with very 
little consideration for what Scripture actually says; and explain away, 
rather than explain, whatever he finds in the Fathers, which will not 
suit his own views. But Mr. Carter will, I think, admit that it is 
one thing to interpret Scripture " on general considerations," with 
a (supposed) infallihle authority, determining beforehand what is 
the true meaning of it ; and quite another thing for English Divines 
so to do, in support of conclusions framed in almost direct contradic- 
tion (above, pp. 121, 122) to those of their own Church, though in 
accordance with what they believe to he the teaching of the Catholic 
Church, in other words, with their own private opinions. 

§ 37. The method described in the last section is one, to which 
there is, to say the least, a natural tendency on the part of Koman 
Divines. There is another method natural, I venture to think, 
to an English Churchman, and the only one, as I at least should 
add, which is consistent at once with the principles of his own 
Church, and with those of the whole Church from the beginning. 
This method is one which assigns " to every one his due honour : *' 
to Scripture, what to Scripture due ; to Fathers, what to Fathers 
due ; and to his own Church, what a son will dutifully and gladly 
give to her who is his spiritual Mother. He believes, on the one 
hand, that the ultimate test, by which disputed matters of doctrine 
are to be determined, is the Word of God Himself, enshrined in 
the Holy Scriptures of the Old and the New Testament. But when, 
in matters of dispute, such as those of which now we speak, a further 
question arises as to the meaning of those Scriptures themselves, his 
first instinct is to inquire, what is the teaching of the English 
Church upon the matter in dispute. To that teaching he listens, 
not indeed as to an absolutely infallible Oracle (for the infallibility, 
that we acknowledge not in other Churches, we claim not for our 
own), but as to one who, in the Providence of God, has a first and 
paramount claim to be heard. And if the matter be one, on which 
our own Church has pronounced a definite judgment, and that judg- 
ment be one, which, without doing violence to his own understand- 
ing, he can accept as borne out by the language of Holy Scripture, 
the cases will be comparatively few, in which duty wiU oblige him 
to go further. But it may be that this duty shall be forcied upon 
him. It may be that he shall have to defend the truth, or what 
from Scripture and his Church he has learnt to regard as such, 
either against open adversaries, to whom the authority of tiie 
Church of Eno^land is no authority at aAi, ot ^j^'Kox'^V^si^'^^^'^^^^'**'** 
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distinctly differing from liimself, who yet deem it their duty^ for 
whatever reason, to appeal to another tribunal from the decisions 
of their own Church. And if, for any of the above reasons, he is 
obliged to carry on an appeal to an authority other than that of the 
English Church, he will be ready to use, thankfully, honestly, 
humbly, and yet fearlessly, all the means which God has put within 
his reach, whereby, God's grace being with him, he may attain 
{els emyuaxriv) to that higher knowledge which he needs. Has God 
bestowed upon the Church of these later days, and in any way 
made available to him, the gift of interpretation ? He uses that gift 
with all thankfulness and delight, to make his own whatever of 
deeper and more exact knowledge it is given him thereby to attain. 
But he must be presumptuous indeed, and self-deceived indeed, if 
he deems, that on his own age alone such gifts have been be- 
stowed ; and that he may trust to his own skill to draw forth the 
true meaning of God's Word, in disregard of that Witness to the 
Truth once delivered, which has been borne by holy men from the 
very age of the Apostles to this day. When, therefore, in dis- 
puted matters of doctrine, he is obliged to investigate for himself, 
and to draw his own conclusions, he will carefully test these by 
comparison with those set forth, in days gone by, by our Fathers 
in the Faith — of those, more especially, who, by the concurrent 
suffrages of the Church in all ages, have been accepted as the 
great champions of the Faith, or its best and most trustworthy 
witnesses. 

§ 38. Between the first of these methods (the Koman), and the 
second, now described, the practical difference will be this, that, 
following the first method, both Scripture and the Fathers are 
regarded merely as repositories of weapons, whether for defence or 
for attack, called in aid, either one or the other, to assist in main- 
taining private opinions of our own ; whereas in the second, we 
a{>proach to Scripture, as on our knees, into the Presence of our 
God, and listening as did one of old, with that " Speak, Lord, 
for Thy servant heareth," in our hearts : while to the Fathers in 
the Faith we look, as to witnesses of the Truth once delivered, 
' Guiding Lights in the world," holding out ^, to us of these later 
ages, the Word of Life which they had received. Aafjnrabrjtfiopoi t^ 
^VTi eyevovTOf Biabe^afievoi Koi Biadofn-es rhv Xv^vov rhv T^s 
akiiBeias. 

- ■ ,.^ ■■ y p w^mm p». — mm ; I ■ ■ I ■ ■ ■ ^ ■ — i.i.» ^■» ■ ■ I I.. I. ■ ■ pit ■ ^1 

* 0af(rTfjp€S 4v rf K69atp, Xir^ov ^wr\z 4ir4xovT%s. l?Vivl.u. 16. 
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4. The Method followed of late years hy some English Dtmrtes. 

§ 39. I have now, lastly, to speak of yet a fourth method, 
differing, if I mistake not, in most important particulars from that 
Anglican (and " Catholic ") method above described. 

Before I say more of this, let me state once for all, that in this 
which follows, or in any thing else of like kind that may be 
said in the course of tiiis correspondence, I disclaim utterly any 
imputation of conscious or intentional disloyalty to tiie English 
Church, on the part of those, with whose opinions I may find my- 
self at issue. That many of them, my Correspondent included, have 
adopted a wholly mistaken method of ascertaining the truth, in 
matters now disputed in the Church — that their conclusions are 
contrary, in some most important particulars, to what alone can, 
with any reason, be called " Catholic truth " — ^this I do most sincerely 
believe, and believing, do from my heart unfeignedly deplore. But 
of them all I gladly believe, that they yield to none in devotion to 
what they have themselves learnt to regard as the Truth, whether 
or no they have been right in their mode of ascertaining it. 
And as regards that one in particular with whom I find myself 
engaged in this discussion, I know most assuredly, that his one aim 
and object is aXrjOeveiv iv Xpiarm *lri<roVy to live the Truth, as well 
as to teach it, with the devotion of his whole life. 

These few words said, I may go on to speak, without reserve, of 
the method pursued, of quite late years, by a particular section of 
English Divines ; a method of which the Declaration here in 
question, illustrated as it is by the correspondence now before the 
reader, appears to me a conspicuous example. 

§ 40. Two essential differences there are between this modem, 
and what I have above described as the Anglican method, the only 
one, in my opinion, based upon really " Catholic " principles. There 
is a difference of principle first. For till quite late years, English 
Divines, when called on to investigate matters of Doctrine disputed 
in the Church for centuries past, have always assume dthat it was 
of primary and paramount importance to determine the exact 
meaning of the language of Holy Scripture in any passage 
having a direct bearing upon the matter in question. They have 
regarded no pains as too great, which were bestowed upon the 
ascertaining, with all the exactness that possibly might be, the true 
meaning of its words. And mtb. a \\fcyi \ft «kiOcl ^si. «sasi^ ^vSvsst- 
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mination of this meaning, our representative Englisli Divines liave 
ever had recourse to two main means, neither of them to the excl%» 
sum of the other — ^philological and grammatical investigation on 
the one hand, and, on the other, the testimony of those, who, hj 
universal consent, may be regarded as the optimi testes, the best 
witnesses to what was held and taught from the be^nning. And 
this further must be added, as regards those our older English 
Divines — they entered upon their investigation with a general 
presumption at least (most of them, I doubt not, with a very strong 
conviction), that the language of their own Church, upon disputed 
points, is accordant with the teaching of Holy Scripture, and with 
the witness of Primitive Antiquity; and that, being such, it is also 
in the truest sense " Catholic," as inculcating what alone has been 
held semper, ubique, et ah omnibus (approximately so), though 
overlaid at times, as we believe, in some portions of Christ's 
Church, by later accretions of error. And therefore, in questions 
at issue between the Koman Church and our own, they have 
ever assumed, that in the doctrinal determinations of their own 
Church, rather than in those of Bome, is to be found the nearest 
approach to that truth, which once for all was delivered to the 
Saints. But of late years another, and a wholly different principle, 
has been evident, in the language of many of those, who have 
been prominently before the Church as leaders of the self-styled 
" Catholic " School. They have acted upon a general presumption, 
tacitly implied by some, openly and defiantly expressed by others, 
that the doctrinal language of the Koman Church, upon disputed 
questions, is much more " Catholic" than our own ; in other words, 
more in accordance with the mind of the Lord, and with the Faith 
of the Church from the beginning. Two exceptions were, for a 
time, generally made to this presumption, and still are by some at 
least. These exceptions were, the Doctrine of Transubstantiation, 
and the extreme developments of teaching concerning the blessed 
Mother of our Lord, characteristic of the Boman Church. But 
there are many now (strange that this should be said of English 
Clergymen), who do not except the first doctrine. Some there are, 
I greatly fear, who do not recoil even from the last. 

Such are the differences of principle between the older, and the 

more recent, method followed by English Divines. And a difference 

of practice naturally results. For when principles, such as those 

described, have once been adopted, it seems at once a natural conse- 

qaence, that there is open to Divines oi t\ns ^ckool a. short road to 
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the ascertaining of Catholic Truth, that of looking to the Decrees 
of the Council of Trent, or the teaching of the more moderate 
Roman Divines, and eliminating from them some few forms of 
expression, which, as " popularly understood," might convey mis- 
taken impressions. This done, the residuum, they think, wiU be 
" Catholic Truth." Once let men be possessed with this notion, and 
nothing is more natural, than that they should invest with the 
dignity of Catholic truths their own private opinions, however 
opposed these may be to the teaching of the English Church, and 
to the plain meaning of Holy Scripture. And accordingly, when 
appeal is made to the*former, that teaching is at once set aside as 
" not Catholic," the result of " ultra-Protestant pressure," or the 
like. Proceeding upon these principles, it is but natural that 
they should deem the true way of ascertaining the truth, to be 
that, which Mr. Carter says he thinks it to be ; viz., " not to touch 
upon questions of verbal criticism*," but to interpret Scripture upon 
general considerations, in accordance with what they believe to be 



[* My position is this —that great doctrines are not to be made to rest 
on single texts, or minute verbal criticism of the sacred text. The 
endless division of Christian communities, which hold that the Bible 
alone is the testimony to the truth, sufficiently proves this. The " Bible 
and nothing but the Bible " theory, as certainly generates interminable 
division, as the ultramontane theory leads to unrestrained and unwar- 
rantable development. 

I do not mean to underrate the value, or the interest, of verbal 
Scriptural criticism, only to dispute its adequacy for the establishment 
of the Church's creed. No Council ever looked to this mode of reasoning 
as the means of ascertaining the truth of any particular doctrine. That it 
is of the greatest importance, as confirming and illustrating truth, is 
evident ; to make it the sufficient, or the chief ground of inquiry, is to 
expose truth to the certain consequences of a continual conffict, text 
being easily ranged against text, and canons of grammatical exegesis 
being often at variance with each other. 

What I uphold is, that the mode of ascertaining truth on great ques- 
tions is the general consideration of the Scriptures, under the guidance 
of primitive tradition ; " comparing spiritual things with spiritual *' on a 
wide view of Revelation, the meaning of the passages in question being 
determined by the mind of the Spirit guiding the Church. Verbal criti- 
cism, if rightly applied, would necessarily coincide with the truth thus 
ascertained, and materially assist in its determination, not be the primary 
or most important instrument of iii(\\x\T^. — T^.*^. Crs^ 
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CathoKc Truth ^. And thus it comes about, that here, as elsewhere, 
extremes are found to meet. Dr. Colenso himself could scarcely 
claim a greater licence in dealing with Holy Scripture according to 
what he believes to be the Truth, than is actually exercised by 
some *', of whom I now speak, in bringing Scripture into conformity 

* In one respect, indeed, neither they, nor Mr. Carter himself, quite 
conform to what he says of not touching upon questions of verbal criti- 
cism. For they constantly appeal (as in later letters I shall have occasion 
to show) to* matters of grammar and of verbal interpretation. But it is 
with these minuter questions, as with their appeal in more general ways 
to Scripture. Their criticisms are for the most part, as far as I have 
observed, based upon "general considerations," unknown to any critics 
but those, who are one in theological opinion with themselves. Both 
Grammar and Theology are dealt with so as to bring them into accord- 
ance, if not so already, with what they believe to be the traditicmal 
teaching of the Church, however contrary that may be, in terms, to the 
doctrinal language of the Church of England, or to the plain meaning 
of Scripture itself, judged by laws of interpretation genei*ally received 
among scholars. 

^ One instance I will mention, because of its exact bearing upon the 
question now under discussion between Mr. Carter and myself. A writer 
in the Union Review, some time since (in 1867), set forth precisely 
the same doctrine of an Oblation of Our Lord Himself made by Christian 
Priests, as that maintained in the Declaration. And he based it on 
exactly the same ground, viz., that Our Lord ever offers Himself in 
Heaven j and that His Priests do on earth, what He, our High Priest^ 
doth in Heaven. This is assumed to be a Catholic Truth; and the 
following Scriptural proof is advanced. St. John the Divine, so the 
writer tells us, saw Our Lord thus offering Himself; for he saw ** a 
Lamb as it had been slain (Rev. v. 6) upon the golden altar which was 
before the throne (Rev. viii. 3)." In other words, this teacher of Catholic 
Truth (as he writes anonymously, I designate him by a title, which, I 
believe, he would himself claim) picks out half-a-dozen words from two 
different texts, and out of them constructs the " Truth " which he vrishes 
to find there. The first text speaks of our Lord as of a Lamb, as it had 
been slain, standing in the midst of the throne, of the four and twenty 
Elders, and of the four Living Creatures. The second speaks of an 
angel offering much incense with the prayers of all the saints upon the 
golden altar. Ax^ out of these two verses he proceeds to construct 
the Scriptural proof above given, and the assertion is gravely made, that 
St. John the Divine saw a Lamb, as it had been slain, upon the goldem 
altar which was before the throne. Comment upon this is unnecessary, 
[I quote from memory, but I feel sure wVt\i ex&c^ %.cc»i«k!C^.'\ I am sorry 
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with what the^ believe to be the traditional teaching of the 
Church. 

But it will be thought, perhaps, that while pressing the literal 
meaning of Mr. Carter's words, when describing what he believes 
to be the true mode of ascertaining the truth, I am keeping out of 
sight, what, as a matter of course, he would wish to be presupposed. 
He would himself probably say, that he takes for granted, that, 
before making this appeal to Holy Scripture, of which I now speak, 
those who have so far, and in this sense, still do " ascertain the 
truth," shall have already made themselves thoroughly acquainted 
with the teaching of the " best witnesses " to the Church's' Faith, 
from the earliest times down to our own, and that not merely on 
the representation of Roman Councils or the like, but by painstaking 
and impartial research of their own. I make little doubt that the 
Declarants would claim this as their own mode of arriving at the 
truth. Nay, the Declaration, by its appeal to the old godly Doctors, 
bears this profession on the face of it. Even on this, however, the 
most favourable supposition, I cannot think that Mr. Carter's mode 
of ascertaining the truth would be» justifiable. For even as thus 
stated it only comes to this — that you shall first make up your 
mind, by investigation of the Fathers, of Liturgies, and the like, 
as to what is the truth (upon matters disputed for centuries past), 
and then go to Scripture, and interpret it, on general considerations, 
in accordance with what, by the means already taken, you have 

to be obliged to add, that the Bishop of Brechin makes an assertion 
precisely to the same effect, and as utterly without foundation. " Upon 
the Celestial Altar He is presented as the Lamb that was slain " Theo- 
logical Defence, &c., for the Bishop of Brechin, p. 67. [Masters, London, 
I860.] That these misrepresentations of Holy Scripture were wholly 
unintentional on the part of their authors, no one will doubt. But they 
are conspicuous instances (many more such will yet come before us) of the 
way in which Theologians, who go to Scripture and the Fathers merely 
to find support for extreme conclusions of their own, unsanctioned by 
their own Church, close their eyes to all that does not suit their purpose, 
and imagine they see what, save in their own imagination, has absolutely 
no existence. St. Irenseus (adv. Haeres. Lib. L cap. xv.) well compares 
such dealing with Holy Scripture as that above noticed, with the case of 
one who should pick out, from a mosaic picture of a king, a number of 
the minute stones (rpritpl^es) of which it was composed, and after putting 
them together again after his own manner, reproduce, as an authftcAijs. 
original^ a picture of a dog or of a fox. 
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persuaded yourself to be the truth. But to pass*oyer tliis defect, 
can the Declarants claim even that much for the momentous asser-^ 
tion concerning our Lord's " ever offering Himself" in Heaven, upon 
which, in the Declaration, their whole superstructure of Doctrine is 
built up? I have certainly seen no evidence that such is the 
case, in the Correspondence now before the reader. It has lasted 
now for a year and a half, or thereabouts ; and during all that time 
what has been the evidence alleged from those old godly Doctors P 
St. Gregory the Great is the one only Father "^ out of the range of all 
antiquity, who has been quoted at all, in support of this statement. 
And when we examine the passage we find that he does not assert 
that which the Declaration asserts, viz., that Our Lord in Heaven 
ever offereth Himself; but he does assert that which, both in the 
Correspondence (see p. 11), and elsewhere, Mr. Carter has always 
repudiated, viz., an act of immolation^ made by our Lord. 

7 In this, I am bound to say, Mr. Carter has done less than justice to 
his cause *. From one passage at least of a Latin Father (St. Ambrose), 
quoted and commented on in Appendix E, a single clause might have 
been quoted, which, as far as verbal expression goes, would have been 
exactly to his purpose. And even from Greek Fathers, one or two 
passages, to my knowledge, and very possibly more, might be alleged, 
which, quoted apart from their context, and without reference to it, as 
in controversy such passages usually are quoted, would have given some 
plausible support to his assertion, though their true meaning is far other. 
These also will be brought before the reader in a later Appendix. 

B Immolat Holocaustum, See the passage referred to, quoted at p. 69. 
The word immolare in St. Gregory's mouth, and of other contemporary, 
and later, Latin writers, is a very harmless one, meaning simply '' to 
devote to God." Thus in early Irish documents (the " Confession " of St. 
Patrick if I recollect right), we find mention of a piece of land for a 
Burial Ground being immolatus, that is, set apart to God, for holy use. 
Of the earlier use of the word, as for example by St. Augustine, we shall 
have occasion to speak somewhat later. 

[* The Correspondence was commenced by Mr. Marriott on his expressed 
desire, if I mistake not, that the line of argument should be confined to 
the Holy Scriptures. Consequently I did not turn to the Fathers for 
their support of the doctrine I desired to establish. It was not till one 
of the closing Letters of the series that Mr. Marriott referred to the 
Fathers, in consequence of which I adduced also one or two passages. 
But in general I purposely confined myself to Scriptural points, supposing 
It to have been the mutual understanding and aim. — T. T. C] 
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§41. This alone would I think be suflBcient evidence that there 
must have been something fundamentally wrong in the " mode of 
ascei-taining the truth" pursued by the authors of this Declaration. 
But how irresistible does this inference become, when we look into 
the matter yet further, and review the entire evidence alleged on 
either side in the course of this Correspondence. Starting with a 
proposition which, in its terms, is directly contradictory, as we have 
seen, both to the dogmatic teaching of our own Church (see p. 121) 
and of Holy Scripture (see p. 107), we have heard that proposition 
directly contradicted by St. Athanasius, by St. Chrysostom, by 
(Ecumenius, and Theophylact, to say nothing of any later writers. 
We look in vain (at least I can answer for one who has done so) for 
the proposition in question, in the pages of the Schoolmen. And 
when, at last, in the sixteenth century, we come upon it, totidem 
verbis, it is only to find it contemptuously rejected by Cardinal 
Bellarmine, as an opinion which " seems * to he " entertained by 
Calvin ! Add to this — what in one sense is more condemnatory than 
all else — the argument in its favour, on Scriptural grounds, which 
I have quoted (note 6, p. 134) in a previous page. And with these 
facts before them, I doubt whether the Declarants themselves will be 
prepared any longer to maintain, that this proposition, the founda- 
tion-stone on which their whole structure rests, is " according to the 
mind of the Lord as expressed in Soly Scripture, and as received 
hy the Church of England in conformity with the teaching of the 

Catholic Church and of the old godly Doctors to whom 

she ha>s in many ways refevred us" But if it be somewhat pre- 
sumptuous in me to hope this, yet to others of my readers, uncom- 
mitted, in any way, to either side, I may with entire confidence 
leave the decision of the question, which alone is of primary 
importance, the trustworthiness, or otherwise, of the method of 
ascertaining the truth, advpcated by Mr. Carter, and exemplified in 
this " Declaration." They have seen it described by my Correspon- 
dent. They have seen the results to which it has led. AcUwa-i 
rrjv Trrjyriv 6 iroTafi6s, Koi 6 Kap^irhs ttjv piCav} Let the spring be 
judged by its waters ; and the fruit be a test of the tree. 

§ 42. And now at length I bring this detailed examination of 
Mr. Carter's Letter to a close, asking pardon of him, and of my 



' It was not really so, as my readers may well believe. See the passage 
referred to by Bellarmine (above, note 5, p. 117). 

* St. Chrysostom. Els rhv juiaKcHpiov *iXo^^vvov. '^\^afcC^^'a\.,\»'^.^SJ»»'. 
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readers, for the length to wHicH this comment has extended. With 
all my heart do I join with him in the prayer, that wherever there has 
heen error hitherto, whether in ourselves or in others, God wiU of 
His mercy correct us, and guide us to a fuUer and truer knowledge 
of the Tinith. May He, of His gracious condescension, accept these 
our imperfect efforts for the furtherance of that knowledge, weak 
though we both be, and most unworthy though he be who pens these 
words. " Small ^ and of little worth, is that we bring ; but yet 
such as we have. And to Him it belongeth not to reject even these 
our humble offerings. As rich and princely men do even upon 
earth, so doth He also. Beceiving that which He needeth not, He 
bestoweth in requital the riches of His bounty on those who out of 
their poverty have made offering of what they had.*' May He 
therefore bless for good whatever has been, or yet may be, truly 
said; and overrule to good whatever has been, or shall be, said 
amiss. And on the troubled sea of uncertainty and doubt, whereon 
the minds of many even now are tossed, may His Word bring peace, 
and that great calm which He alone can give. So, out of these 
divisions which now are, may He, in His own time, grant us 
" Peace through the Truth," that all, who love His ^Name, may as 
brethren dwell together in Unity. Kai rl nXeov Xcya ; cl^ rjbij 
TcXcadcirj' tiBe kol ^fia>p, tJ xapiri rov $fov, (rwinrovpyrjaavnov, 

W. B. M. 



2 Ibid, p. 606. e* Kot yLiKph, rh, Jitierepa koX €vt€\ti, a\K* airep cxo^tey. . . . 
Kai rrjs fieyaKoypvxias avrov fi4yi(rT0V duyfia tiv et?}, rh firi^k rh. fiiKph 
BiwdtlcrOai, aWh rai/rh rois Trkovciois iroietv, Kai yap iK^lvoi iraph r&p 
•jrev^rwv fiiKph \afi6vrcs oov ovZ\v dcovTaij rh Trap* avrSov Trpoaridtaaiv, 
apTi^wpo6fi€voi Tohs &ir€p tlx^V tliTeveyKavTas. As the exact wording 
of the passage is not of importance here, I have not adhered to a strictly 
literal translation. 
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Additional Note, The passage alleged at p. 117, from the Bishop 
of St. Andrew's, but without definite reference, was quoted there from 
memory. By a kind reply made, since then, by the Bishop to my appli- 
cation, I am now enabled to supply the reference, and the .exact words 
used, which are these. " If it be asked, what Our Lord has now to offer, 
in virtue of His everlasting Priesthood, as ' a Priest for ever after the 
order of Melchizedek,* I answer. He has every thing to offer, except 
Mimself, which He has already offered once for all as a Priest, typified by 
the order of Aaron ; every thing to offer, hy way of Mediatorial Inter' 
cession, for us, as the Head of the Church which is His Body 5 our 
Prayers, our Alms, our Confessions, our Praises and Thanksgivings, 
above all, our commemorative Eucharists— every thing, I say, to offer to 
Godward as A Pbiest — and every thing to give to usward as A King." 
[Opinion of the Bishop of St. Andrew's, delivered in the Episcopal Synod 
held at Edinburgh, March 15, 1860. Printed for private circulation, 
1861.] My readers will I am sure thank me, if for nothing else, for 
bringing before them a summary so complete, and yet so condensed, of 
the important subject dealt with in this first portion of the Corre- 
spondence now submitted to them. 



POSTSCEIPT. 



The remaining Appendices, to which reference has been made in pre- 
vious pages, have grown under my hands to much greater dimensions 
than I had intended. The many communications I have received on 
the subject, from persons interested in this correspondence, and the 
comments upon it which I have seen in print, have led me to think, 
that the critical questions, reserved to these Appendices, should 
receive a fuUer and more systematic treatment than, in the first 
instance, I had supposed to be necessary. A press of manifold 
occupations has prevented hitherto my completing these; and I 
therefore reserve them to form Part III. of this Correspondence. 

I may take this opportunity of making an explanation upon a 
point referred to in Mr. Carter's note at p. 136. I can quite under- 
stand that the course of the argument followed in my Letters, 
should have left upon his mind the impression, of which he there 
speaks. But that this impression was really a mistaken one, our 
readers will see, on referring to the first Letter of this series. In 
opening the Correspondence, I said (see p. 7, in jftn.), " In the 
present Letter I shall confine myself to that which is of pre- 
eminent importance, viz. what it is which the inspired writers of 
the New Testament have taught us" (concerning the question 
proposed). I said this when I had previously (in p. 7) stated 
my reasons for treating first, and as of primary importance, the 
Scriptural evidence. But I had added, that I would gladly follow 
my Correspondent, if need should be, into the question of the 
teaching, on the same subject, of our own greatest Divines, and 
that of the " old godly Doctors " referred to in the Declaration. 
In point of fact, -the discussion of the Scriptural evidence occupied 
the whole of oui* earlier Letters. And it was not till that had been 
exhausted (as I supposed), that I led the wa.^,«.\A\3waS^^xcc'^'Qf*.'$^^ 
to the consideration of Patristic tesuc\\\T\^, \i:s 'Oe^^ Q^ci\si«^^'^ 'w^'^^ 
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St. Chrysostom, given at p. 57. I Had no idea, till I examined this 
part of the question more fully, how overwhelming was the 
testimony of the Fathers generally in condemnation of the propo- 
sition upon which the Declaration is hased. Had I known this 
I should not, as the reader may well helieve, have reserved the 
statement of that evidence to an Appendix. Mr. Carter s last Letter 
(that in Appendix A) made it incumbent on me, as I thought, to 
examine the Patristic evidence, bearing upon the subject, more 
thoroughly than had before appeared necessary ; and the result is 
now before the reader. I am well aware, however, that in so vast 
a field as that of the Christian Literature of eighteen centuries, 
much may have escaped me, which has an important bearing upon 
the question at issue ; and I shall gladly welcome any contributions 
to this Patristic evidence, either from Mr. Carter, or from any of 
the many learned readers who have evinced an interest in our 
Correspondence. In the course of the Appendices now to follow, I 
hope to produce all passages of importance which may in any way 
be known to me, whether they make for or against the views I have 
myself maintained. My object is, not to prove myself right (though 
of course I wish so to be), but to bring before my readers all the 
evidence available for the formation of opinion, upon this, as upon 
other parts of the question upon which we have entered. 

W. B. M. 



BILBERT AND SIVIKGTON, PBIIirTEllS, ST. JOms'^ \M%CkB»« lAKDOV, B.C. 



§2 t\t mmt (^Utfft. 



Paet I. 

OF THE PEESENT COREESPONDENCE. 

Price 2s. 

Any profits will he given to St, Andrew^s Convalescent Sbspital, 

Clewer, 

** Small in size, but of sterling value, and full of interest for the 
thoughtful student of theology. It is one of those delicious morsels of 
criticism that one meets with now and then. We can pay it no higher 
compliment, as to its literary value, than by saying, that we shall place 
it on our shelves next to Professor Newman's reply to Matthew Arnold 
on Homeric Translation. Yet its literary value is its smallest charm. 
.... No mere review can do justice to it." — Church Seview, October 
3, 1868. 



By the Eev. W. B. MARRIOTT. 



YESTIARIYM CHEISTIANYM: 

T%e Origin and gradual Development of the Dress of Sohf 
Ministry in the Church, a^ evidenced hy Monuments, both 
of Literature and of Art, from the Apostolic Age to the 
Present Time, 

Royal 8vo, pp. 340, with Seventy Illustrations. Price 38*. 

Copious Extracts (with Notes and Translations) are given from the 
following among other Writers ;— Josephus, Philo Judseus, and Hege- 
sippus; Eusebius and Epiphanius; St. Jerome, St. Chrysostom, 
Theodoret, St. Celestine, St. Isidore of Pelusium, St. Gregory the 
Great; St. Isidore of Seville, Venerable Bede, St. BoT\\^i\Rfc% ^^jJcwsssia. 
Maurus, Amalarins, Walafrid StxtOao, t\ie Ysft\\.^o-K\c\j:\^% ^X^An^^^S^^m^^ 
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de St. Victor, Honorius of Auttin, Innocent III., Durandas, Patriarch 
Symeon of Thessalonica. 

The Illustrations, chiefly Photographs and Photolithographs, are from 
Syriac, Greek, Latin, and English Manuscripts, from the 6th to the 
15th century ; from Frescoes and Mosaic Pictures in the Roman Cata- 
comhs, or in early Churches at Thessalonica, Rome, Ravenna, and Trebi- 
zond ; from Consular and Ecclesiastical Diptychs; and from Ecclesiastical 
Monuments preserved at Moscofw and St. Petersburg. Among these are — 

1. Plates I. to IX. — Monuments illustrative of the ordinary Greek 
and Roman Costume in the Apostolic Age, and of sacerdotal Dress 
and Insignia, Chred^, Roman, and Jewish. 

2. A Diptych of St. Paul (not later' than circ, 400 a.d.) represent- 
ing the Miracles at Melita, and St. Paul himself seated in an Apostolic 
Throne, and giving Benediction to a Bishop. 

3. Plates X. to XVII.— From the Roman Catacombs— The Holy 
Family, the Adoration of the Magi ; Our Lord as the Giver of the 
Divine Word, and as "The Good Shepherd;'* Our Lord with Six 
Apostles, and with the Twelve; the Celebration of a Passover; the 
Ordination of a Deacon. 

4. Plates XVIII. to XXI. — From the Church of St. George at 
Thessalonica — Coloured Drawings (from Mosaics of the 4th century) 
representing Philip, Bishop of Heraclea, the Presbyter Romanus, SS. 
Cosmas and Damianus, St. Eucarpion, and others. Martyrs in the 
Diocletian Persecution. 

5. From a Syriac MS. written A.*. 586—Otir Lord administering 
the Bread and the Cup to Eleven Apostles; the Crucifixion and the 
Ascension ; Ensebius of Crosarea and Ammonius. 

6. Plates XXXII. and XXXIII.— The Mosaics of the Triclinium 
Laterannm. 

7. Plates XXX. and XXXI.— Frescoes representing St. Xvstvb of 
Rome and St. Cyprian, St. Coei^eliys of Rome and another contem- 
porary Bishop. 

8. Plates XXXIV. to XXXVI.— A series of Illustrations from the 
Liber Pontificalis of Bishop Landulfus (MS. of the 9th century at 
Rome). These represent the Costiime and Insignia, and the Modes of 
Ordination, regarded as proper to Priests, Deacons, Subdeacons, 
Exorcists, and the other Minor Orders, at the period in question. 

9. Plate XXXVII. — A Bishop administering the Chrism to a newly- 
baptized Infant, from a MS. of the 9th century at Rome. 

10. Plates XL. and XLIII. — Frescoes from the hypogene Church 
of St. Clemente, lately discovered. 

11. Plates XXXVIII. to XLVIL— Historical Monuments of the 
Eastern and the Western Church, from tlio 9th to the l4th century — 

axnoBg them the Session o? t\\c Seve\^V\\ QitiieuX ^wisv&W (<3(VQek 
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reckoning), from the Menologium of the Emperor Basil in the 
Vatican Library. 

12. Plates XLVIII. and XLIX. — The Consecration of Eadulf, 
Archbishop of Lichfield (see Hook's ** Lives of the Archbishops of 
Canterbury," vol. i. pp. 243, sqq.) ; and the Investure of Willegoda, 
first Abbot of St. Alban's. From a MS. of the 13th century. 

13. Plate XLIV. — St. Dunstan, Archbishop of Canterbury, and St. 
Gregory the Ghreat, from a MS. of the 11th century. 

14. Plate L.— Erie Richard (of Warwick), and Robert Halain, 
Bishop of Salisbury, Ambassadors from Henry V. of England, are 
received by the Pope and the Emperor at the Council of Constance. 

15. Plates LIL to LV. — Pour Bassi-Relievi, executed by order 
of Eugenius IV., illustrative of the principal Events of the Council of 
Florence. 

16. Plate LI. — How Kyng Henry VI., beyng in his tender age, was 
crowned Kyng of Englond at Westminstre with great solempnytie. 
(This Plate, and that last described, are from a MS. of the 15th 
century, by the antiquary, John Rous.) 

17. Plates LVI. to LX. — Illustrations of Ecclesiastical Costume in 
the Greek Church. 

Many of the above have been photographed, hy gradoue permission^ 
from a Collection of coloured Drawings, in which the principal objects 
of Ecclesiastical Antiquity at Home are carefully reproduced, as they 
existed nearly 200 years ago. The Collection was originally made for 
Cardinal Albano {afterwards Clement XI.), It was purchased, at 
Borne, for King George the Third, and is now the property of Her 
Majesty the Queen, 

OI^IN^ION'S OW THK 1PRE3SS. 

' "A book which has'reference to Art, Religious Customs, and Civilization 
in all its Christian aspects, as well as to certain fiercely contested 

questions of the hour The testimonies of the pictures in the 

Roman Catacombs, and those of the mosaics in the early churches of 
Rome, Ravenna, and Constantinople, are successively and successftiUy 
invoked to prove the points, which we have thus set forth in brief from 
this book. The second and third periods of our author's division are 
examined and illustrated with perspicuity, care, and with learning equal 
to those which have been bestowed upon the first in order. The progress 
of changes, which are more important in their significance than in 
themselves, is chronicled with abundant knowledge, and to a result 
which will amply repay the student, even if he does not accept Mr. 
Marriott's conclusions." — Athenceum, July 11, 1868. 

" We have dwelt at so muc\i \ciigt\i oidl V\i^ ^t\\& vb.\«\si5SXv v^^ ^^S^^ 
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from Mr. Marriott, that we wish again to bear testimony to the excel- 
lence, completeness, and learmng of the work as a whole 

Mr. Marriott's theories, right or wrong, never warp his statement of 
the evidence; and we know of no other work whatever which gives at 
length all the principal passages of ancient writers relating to vestments, 
Levitical and Christian, not barely transcribed, but carefully translated 
and explained." — Contemporary Seview, July, 1868. * 

" A really scientific treatise on a perplexed subject . . . full of deep 
learning, sound judgment, and wise criticism, rendered especially valuable 
by the ecclesiastical controversies of our day." — London Bevieio, May 16. 

" Scholarlike, critical, and painstaking. . . . « • The Illustrations are 
of great interest and value.'*— 2!%e Churchman, April 23. 

" We should omit a very pleasant duty if we did not, in closing our 
remarks, testify to the general care, taste, learning, judgment, and ability 
with which this book has been prepared." — The Church News, May 27. 

** A most learned antiquarian investigation. . • « • • It would be in 
vain to search elsewhere for such a repertory of original authorities on 
the subject.** — Gentleman's Magazine, 

** The volume before us is of intense interest, both ArchsBolo^cal and 
Dogmatic." — Clerical Journal. 

** A store of curious learning about a very intricate subject, and also, 
what is in some respects more valuable than even the documentary 
matter, a copious Appendix of Plates, many of them of great artistic 

value, and all of exceeding archaeological interest Mr. Marriott's 

valuable and entertaining volume will, henceforth, be simply indispensable 
to every one who attempts to discuss the subject which he has treated.** — 
The Church Times, Sept. 26. 

" Mr. Marriott has carefully and wisely avoided all reference to the 
passing controversies of these days, and his aim has been simply to collect 
an infinitely wide range of facts which bear upon his main subject, and 
to leave them to tell their impartial story to the reader, throughout every 
chapter of his work. The extreme skill and care with which he has 
accomplished his difficult task, are eminently notable, when it is remem- 
bered over what a wide extent his inquiry stretches To make 

his inquiry cjomplete in all respects, he adds to these careful discussions 
a series of engravings and photographs taken from ancient MSS., firescoes> 
paintings, and carvings, of the rarest and most curious kinds. These 
alone in fact form a collection of singular interest to the antiquary and 
the student of Church history and Church ornament." — T^e Standards 

"Aworkof great learning, the result of independent research 

Mr. Marriott throughout deals with his subject in a very masterly way. 

His own opinions are in favour of a simple ritual^ but he is studiously 

Jast. ..... His volume is adorned with a number of illustrations, 

most interesting, and admirably executed." — TKc Spectator, 
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EIEENICA : 

THE WHOLESOME WORDS OP HOLY SCRIPTURE 

CONCERNING QUESTIONS NOW DISPUTED 

IN THE CHURCH. 

Paet I. — The Testimony of inspired Writers to the Nature of 
Divine Inspiration. 

Paet II. — Regeneration— Renewal and Renewing Growth — Con- 
version. 

JVitk Appendices Illustrative of the Primitive Usage of these 
Terms, and of Questions of Ghreeh Criticism, 

In One Vol. 8vo, cloth^ price 4». Qd, 



" Mr. Wharton Marriott's treatise stands so far in contrast to Dr. 
Pusey*s * Eirenicon/ that, with the same charitable intention of recon- 
ciling apparent differences in the use of theological definitions, it under- 
takes rather to explain so-called Evangelical, as the latter Roman 
Catholic, terms, consistently with Scriptural and Anglican Church teach- 
ing. The present part (Part II.) deals with Regeneration, Renewal and 
Renewing Growth, and Conversion, — terms, we need hardly say, as rife 
as any that conld be selected, of discord between opposing schools. 
There is an immense amount of sound and sober instruction on these 
subjects compressed into the compass of 220 pages, with a most scholar- 
like arrangement of indices, marginal references, and appendices, 
' illustrative of the primitive usages of these terms, and of questions 
of Greek criticism.' We strongly recommend the work to clergymen 
and theological students of all schools, and to educated laymen desirous 
of finding their way among the perplexing labyrinths of discordant 
schools." — John Bull, 

" A careful and elaborate examination of the actual Scriptural usage 
of all the terms involved." — Gfuardian* 

« 

" Mr. Marriott is a student and a scholar, and in writing wholesome 
words like these he is indeed in his proper place. This makes us the 
more wish that he would leave alone c^ee^Mstv^ Q^^!?tt>Kt^ <scwkssss8s«{m*.'«s!^ 
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ritual. For students, whether amateur or professional, if we may so 
speak, the present treatise is invaluahle. Mr. Marriott goes to the 
hottom of his suhject, and brings the most careful philology to bear upon 
it. We sincerely hope that he will be encouraged to go on with hit 
series ; we cannot conceive of a more valuable help to a cQscriminating 
examination of the language of Scripture and the early Fathers. The 
notes teem with learning and information.*' — Church Timet, 



And the following Educational Works : — 

THE ADELPHI OF TERENCE, 

WITH ENGLISH NOTES; 

And an Introduction on the Terentian Metres, as Illustrating the 
Connexion of the Latin, Italian, Spanish, and French Languaget, 

Small 8vo^ price 3«. 6(2. 

"Would be worth getting for the Introduction alone." — Satm'day 
Meview, 

London, Oxfosd, and CAMBBipaK. 



SELECTIONS FEOM OYID'S METAMORPHOSES, 

WITH ENGLISH NOTES. 

Second Edition. Revised and corrected. 
Price 4*. 6d, 

"Calculated to create an enthusiasm for the Grammar and the 
Lexicon." — Guardian. 

Etots. 
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